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CHAPTER 1
Jeroen Bosch

The SOS Files

The Practical Advantage of SOS
SOS-2, Chapter 2, p.17

In a Bundesliga match carly this year
Karsten Miiller prepared a SOS line to
surprise Rustem Dautov in his favourite (and
solid) Caro-Kann. His plan worked won-
ders. Miiller’s opening advantage may not
have been that special, but Dautov spent a lot
of time overcoming the shock of 4.%%S5.
Time which he duly lacked later on in the
game.

O Karsten Miiller
B Rustem Dautoy
Germany Bundesliga 2005/06

1.e4 ¢6 2.5:43 d5 3.exd5 cxd5 4.%5e5
This was played for the first time in 1964 by
Adolivio Capece, s mentioned in Chess To-
day. Under the title *Refining Fischer’s Plan’
lan Rogers examined the line in SOS-2.
4..2d7

Or 4...%5c6 5.d4 &f6 6.4b5! £d7 (best ac-
cording to Rogers. Alternatively, 6...8b6?!
7.c4! dxcd (7..e6 8433 2b4 9.0-0 0-0
10.c5 Wc7 11.814 was clearly better for
White in Broekmeulen-Mikanovic, Herceg
Novi 2005) 8.2:¢3 e6 9. Wad £d7 10.4xd7
&xd7 11.8e3 Bd8 12.d5 £:d4 13.dxeb fxeb
14.0-0-0 &c5 15.6xd7+! Oxd7 16.Wxcd
and White was winning in Sebag-Xu
Yuanyuan, Cannes 2004. This was the main
game in SO8-2) 7.50xd7 Wxd7 8.c3e6 9.0-0

(9.4:d2 2d6 10.83 — this is possibly inac-
curate because of Black’s 1ith move. The
immediate 10.0-0 should be a bit better for
White - 10...0-011.0-0&e4 12.Hel f5 13.c4
a6 l4.cxd5 axb5 15.dxc6 Wxc6 16.%3g5
ixgS 17.2xg5 Wd5 and Black was some-
what better in Navara-lzoria, Ermioni
Argolidas 2005)9...2d6 10.2el 0-0 1 1.53d2
Wc7 12.213 (sce page 2! of SOS-2)
12...%3e7 (aiming to regroup, and bringing a
defender to the kingside. 12..h6 13.We2!
(Rogers) is an improvement on Cernousek-
Polak, Brno 2004. Best is possibly 12...%e4
aiming for 13..f5, as in Navara-lzoria)
13.%d3 ©g6 14.g3 (controlling some im-
portant squares and preparing a future hd)
14..a6 15.¥e2 (15h47 @xg3!) 15..b5
16.a3 (stopping a minority attack for some
time) 16...2ab8 17.&e5 Sxe5 18.dxe5 &:d7
19.f4 and with two bishops and huge possi-
bilities on the kingside White is much better.
L.Bensdorp-Schuurman, Dutch Women's
Championship, Leeuwarden 2005.

Mainly for historical reasons I should like to
mention 4...&f6 5.d4 e6 6.65d2 (6.8g5 &e?
7.6d2 0-0 8.8d3 %c6 9.4°df3 was the
above-mentioned stem game Capece-
Menna, Napels 1964) 6...8e7 7.c3 (7.48d3
0-08.0-04:c69.4:df3 Wc7 10.c3 a6 | 1. We2
b5 12.4:xc6 Wxc6 13.a3 2b7 14,405 Wc7
15.45e5 was very pleasant for White in
Antoniewski-Graells. Martigny  2005)
7..0-0 8.8d3 &bd7 9./4 468 10.¥c2 5
11.4:df3 Z:dfe 12h4 5id6 1385 @fed
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14.8e3 416 15.g4 247 16.g5 2e7 | 7. ¥h2
£e8 18.2¢6, Capece-Nathans, Ybbs 1968.
Both games by Capece were mentioned in
Chess Today No.1893.

For 4...¢6 see The SOS Files of SOS-3.
5.d4 e6

K oWe8AK
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In the game Dautov will eventually take on
e5, when play assumes a ‘French’ character.
It is also possible to take on e5 immediately.
5..%0xeS 6.dxe5 e6 7.2d3 Wc? (Black does
not really threaten to take on ¢3, therefore
7...%¢7 is to be preferred) 8.0-0 £2e7 (here
8. WxeS 9.8b5+ Rd7 10.&xd7+ sxd7
11.2e] followed by 12.c4 (Golubev) gives
White a dangerous initiative) 9.%c3 &d7
(again White gets more than enough for the
pawn after 9.\ xe5 (0.Bel WbH8 11.4b5+)
10.f4 g6 11.8e3 h537 (11...%:f5 was best ac-
cording 1o Golubev in Chess Todav
No.1890. Now White’s game plays itscif)
12,405 #£xbS 13.%xb5+ &ic6 14.c4 a6
15.8.xc6+ bxcéd 16.cxd5 cxd5 17.Hcl Wd7
18.E12!. White has a huge lead in develop-
ment. The simple plan of doubling on the
c-file gives a decisive edge: I8..&e7
19.8fc2 0-0 20.Hc7 &dR 2]1.Wad Hc8?
22 Hd7 b8 23.Hce7 and White won in
E.Berg-Velicka, Stockholm 2005/06.
6.4d3 &e7

Before tuking on e5, Dauiov prepares the
follow-up #ie7-¢6 to put pressure on e5. This

10

plan looks sironger than taking on €5 imme-
diately followed by .. ¥c7 as in Berg-
Velicka.

7.0-0 H\xe5 8.dxe5 2c6 9.f4

The position now resembles a French De-
fence rather than a Caro-Kann. White's
game is slightly more comfortable.
9...Wb6+

Here 9..g6 10.5d2 (10.c3) 10..Wb6+
11.5eh1 Zb4 12, 8e2 2d7 13.¢3 (13.a3 fol-
lowed by c4) 13...4a6 14.2b3 Se7 15.5f3
&S 16.2e3 We7 was quite playable for
Black in Abel-Gagarkine, Pardubice 2005.
10.&h1 2d7 11.¢3 0-0-0
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White can easily attuck on the kingside due
to his pawn structure (e5-f4), hence it is not
illogical to castle queenside.

12.We2

Uberdeckung of e5, and enabling White to
develop his guecnside.

12..16

Black has to attack the e5-pawn to gain sormne
counterplay.

13.5e3 8¢5

After 13..%c7 White has 14.2d4 g5
15.2:d2 gxf4 16.2:13 5 when according to
Miiller in New In Chess Magazine 2006/4
he can launch an attack with [7.a4 &h8
18.a5 Hg& 19.b4.

14.2xc5 ¥xe5 15.45:d2 fxe5 16.txe5
=df8 17.2:f3 h6

&




The SOS Files

White is better, his attack on the queenside is
easier to organize than Black’s on the
kingside. White has slightly more space, and
his bishop i1s stronger than Black’s ‘bad’
bishop.

18.2ac1 ¥Wb6 19.b4 &b8 20.a4 HcB
21.4b5!? Enf8 22.Wd2 a6?

Miiller’s provocative 21st move pays off.
The a-pawn is an easy target, enabling White
to open the a-file. Correct was 22...g5 and
Black also has his chances in this compli-
cated position.

23.2.43 5eB 24.b5 axb5 25.axb5 767
26.Xfe1 £.g6

Dautov has at least manoeuvred his bishop
out of the ‘French’ pawn chain.

27.%4xg6 “xg6 28.%.d4 e7 29.Hal
&5 30.Wa2 & ixd4

Miiller indicated that the immediatc
30...%¢7 is stronger, when play might con-
tinue: 31.x15 Bas! 32.Wb2 Kxf5 33.%bd
and White keeps the initiative,

31.cxd4

Dautov has succeeded in exchanging all mi-
nor pieces. However, in the resulting posi-
tion (with only heavy pieces) the safety of
the king is often a deciding factor.
3..%c7 32.Wa3 d7 33.2f
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33...0f57
Reportedly, Anand indicated 33...da8 as the
only move, but 34.¥g3 g5 35.Wd3 Zxal

= @

36.Hxal &c7 still promises White a clear
advantage. After the text, played in huge
timetrouble, Miiller has an immediate win:
34.g4! Exf1+ 35.2x11

Now the threat of 36.Hf7+ can only be par-
ried by entering a lost queen ending.
35..%c7 36.Hc1+ b8 37.HxcB+
&xc8 38.¥f8+ Wds 39.Wxg7 Was
40.918+ Hd7 41.¥dé+ Lc8
42 xe6+ Tb8 43.Wd6+ a7
44.¥c5+ &b8 45. W18+ La7 46.b6+!
Transforming the game into an elementary
winning  pawn  cnding.  46...Wxb6
47.Wc5 1-0

A Kortchnoi Surprise
SOS-1. Chapter 4. p.40

When the living legend Viklor Kortchnoi
takes up an SOS you know you cannot go
wrong. Ina recent game Kortchnoi favoured
4...£.d6 against the Spanish Four Knights to
score a devastating win.

[0 Manfred Béhnisch
M Viktor Kortchnoi

Dresden 2006
1.e4 e5 2.72f3 %:¢6 3.2:c3 4:f6 4.2b5
£.d6
This line was recommended in SOS-1 and
updated in the SOS-Files of SOS-2. Black
avoids the possible simplifications that may
arise after 4...2b4 or 4...4:d4. Meanwhile,
he intends a well-tested scheme of develop-
ment — known from certain lines in the Ruy
Lopez: ..0-0, ...He8, .58, and ...d5.
5.a4
The most common move is 5.d3. The text is
more or less useful — it prevents ...a6 and
..bS. it reserves a square on the a2-g8 diugo-
nal for the bishop, and it protects b3. A pos-
sible disadvantage (see the game!) is the

1
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weakening of the square b4. Another idea
behind White’s fifth move is not to castle
and to wait for Black to do so — in order to
lash out with g4.

If White wants to make a useful waiting
move then I would prefer the more re-
strained 5.a3 after 5...0-0 6.d3 h6?! (to stop
£.g5, but it weakens the kingside. Instead
6..Ze8 7.2c4 RBc5 was Yuldashev-
Kayumov, Abu Dhabi 2004. See the
S§OS-files in SOS-2) 7.24 (the main idea be-
hind White’s 5.a3) 7...%5a5!? (a new move
for Black in this tense position. Smeets-
Pavasovic, Wijk aan Zee 2004, went:
7. 8e7 8.4xc6! dxed 9.h3 Wd6 10.5hd
Qd5! 11565 Sxf5 12.gxf5 Z:xe3 13.bxe3,
see SOS-2)

E oW Eo
Aiddi 44
L2 A A
L el F 3
B QALY
8 A 8 A
E QWD =

8.£5 hxg5 9.4.xg5 ¢6 (this was Black's idea)
10.23h4 (very interesting is 10.d4!? cxb5 —

not 10..exdd 11.8xdd Le7 125! —
11.dxe5 &xe5 12.%xe5 and now 12...467
fails to 13.4:d5 winning) 10..8e¢7

(10..cxb5? 11805 Ke7 12.5xe7+ WxeT
13.4:d5 ©xd5! - otherwise White has a win-
ning attack — 14.2xe7 &'xe7 is better for
White despite the material balance of three
minor pieces for the queen) 11.%f5 dS
12.68xe7+ Wxe7 13exd5 cxb5 14.%e4
{much better is 14. %3 when White prevents
14..8f5 and threatens 15.4%e4; after
14.. @d6 15.2xf6 Wxfo 16.¥xf6 gxf6 he

regains his sacrificed material with 17.b4
&ich 18.dxc6 bxe6 and has the better ending
after, say 19.a4) 14..%f5 15.8xf6 gxf6
16.¥d2 (16.b4 £g6 17.bxas f5 with nice
counterplay) 16...%g6 (Black cannot save
his piece with 16..b6? as 17.Wh6 fxed
18.dxe4 mates) 17.h4?! (17.¥xa5! with a
very strong position) 17..f5 18.d6 We6
19.5g5 ¥ds 20.Hgl &c6 21.c3 Had8
(21..%5a5y 22.h§ Hxd6 23.0-0-0 Wa2
24.5f3 b4! 25.Wc2 (25.axbd &xb4!, and
25.cxb4? £3asS!h 25.b3 26.Wb! Wxbl+
27.&xb! HfdR 28.%:h4? Hxd3 and Black
won in T.Willemze-Berkvens, Hilversum
2006.

Nothing special is 5.5x¢c6 dxc6 when after
6.d4 Black has 6...&b4!. Possible is the bor-
ing 6..8g4 7.dxeS &xf3 8.Wxf3 Qxes
9.4 f4 V2-Y4 Kiilaots-Gausel, Gausdal 2003.
Slightly better for White is 6...exd4 7.¥xd4
We7 8.4e3 4bd. The game Kargin-Hector,
Copenhagen 2005, continued: 9.0-0-0 &e6
10.8g5 £c5 11.Wd2 h6 12.8h4 g5
13.2:xg5! hxg5 14.8xg5 Hg8 15.h4 2d6
16.Wd4 with an advantage.
Spraggett-Bruzon, Buenos Aires 2005,
went: 5.d3 a6 (5...h6) 6.42ad h6 7.%e2 0-0
8.4g3 He8 9.a3 b5 10.5%b3 &f8 11.0-0d6
12.8d2 &e6 13.8xe6 Hxeb ld.c4 bxcd
15.dxcd &:d4 16.8.a5 Exf3+ 17.Wxf3 Wbs
18.Habl Wb7 19.0fel c6 20.We2 g6
21.Bedi BbR 22.7%5f1 d5 with an easy game
for Black.

5..0-0

An earlier game with 5.ad saw: 5...a6 6.8.c4
#c57.d3d68.5¢5h69. 8 xf6 Wxf6 10.%:d5
¥d8 11.c3 (this is a position from the Canul
Variation in the Italian with the moves a4
and ...a6 included. The difference clearly fa-
vours Black) 11...0-0 12.b4 &a7 13.h3 &h§!
14.0-0 £5 (with a strong initiative) 15.¥¢2
fxed l16.dxed Fe? 7.Hadl g6 18.Hd2
Ge619.5a2 8xd520.£xd5¢62] &bl We7
22.g3 Of6 23.Ed3 Zaff 24.&p2 d5 25.hd



The SOS Files

Bf4 and White resigned in Zvedeniouk-
Zhao, Sydney 2005.

6.d3 He8 7.5.c4

This prevents the natural 7...8.8 on account
of 8.&>g5.

7...h6 8.04

This was White’s idea! He has refrained
from castling to be able to play this bayonet
attack the moment that Black prevents g5
(or @g5) with ...h6. Kortchnoi has a nice re-
source up his sleeve though!

8...5.ba! 9.g5 d5!

XL OWX &
Ai4d F 3
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This is it! Black strikes in the centre in reply
to White's flank attack. ‘Viktor the Terrible’
already holds a huge advantage.

10.exd5

For 10.gxf6 is answered by 10..W&xf6!
11.8xd5 w.g4.

10...22d4 11.h3

Not 11.gx16? 2g4 and Black wins. Best was
11.Hgl but after 11...5p4 12.Hxgd fnxgd
13.h3 Wd7 14.bxgd Wxpd Black is much
better.

1..2xd5 12.8d2 5114 13.2xf4 exfd+
14.1

Now Kortchnoi simplifies into an easily won
position.

14, . 6xc3 15bxe3 ©xf3 16.8xf3
Wxg5 With a pawn up in a superior posi-
tion. 17.2b1 ¢6 18.h4 &16 19.a5 Hb8
20.d4 £15 21.4d3 Not 21.Wxf4??

£d3+. 21...2e6 22.¥h5 b6 23.axbé
axb6 24.f3 Ebd8 25.8e4 25.Oxb6?7
Hd5 waps her majesty. 25...c5 26.f2
cxd4 27.Exb6 dxc3 28.%c5 Hd2+
29.1et Wds 0-1

Quick wins in Alapin’s line
SOS-1, Chapter 8, p.73

Some openings are more popular than oth-
ers. This holds true for SOS lines as well. A
case in point is Alapin’s 2. #d3 against the
Dutch. OK the early queen move may not be
the refutation of the Dusch, but it is suffi-
ciently tricky to merit some attention. Yet,
Alapin’s line has been played in surprisingly
few games ever since its publication in
SOS-1. Possibly the next miniature win by
the young German GM Baramidze will whet
your appetite?

[ David Baramidze
B Stefan Lupor
Bad Wiessee 2005

1.d4 5 2. Wd3

Here it is. White attacks 5 and prepares a
quick e4. Black’s possibilitics are restricted.
2..d5

Black is virtually forced to go for the Stone-
wall, and this is one of the points of 2.Wd3.
How many Leningrad players like to be
forced into playing such a solid but inflexible
pawn structure? Both 2...26 3.e4 fxed 4 Wxed
&f6 5.Whd, and 2...e6 3.e4 fxed 4. Wxed ()f6
5.¥h4 are preferable for White.

White should answer 2...d6 with 3.g4 (less
good is 3.e4 since Black gets an edge in de-
velopment after 3...fxe4 4. Wxed 7.f6 5. Whd
&f5) 3..fxgd 4h3 with interesting play.
Now returning material with 4...g3 is per-
haps sensible, but White's game remains
preferable after 5.fxg3 &6 6.4¢2 or 6.ed.

13
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Taking the pawn with 4...gxh3 gives White
ample compensation after 5.%ixh3, or
5.8xh3 &:f6 6.4¢5.

The recent game ['Schneider-Grafl. Ger-
many Bundesliga 2005/06 went: 4. %6
5.hxgd &xgd 6.4h3 (it is important 1o ex-
change the light-squared bishops, emphasiz-
ing the weaknesses in Black’s position. Still,
in New In Chess Magazine Schneider indi-
cated that 6.f3! Geb 7.e4 is even stronger)
6. Wd7 7.8xgd Wxgd 803 Lbd7M
(Schneider proposes 8...%7:¢6 as entirely sat-
isfactory for Black) 9.2h4!

X &8 K
AiddAd Ai
A a

A A

158 ©

9. We6 10.2¢3 b6 11.2¢5 Wed 12.Wh3
£bd5 13.8xdS 7ixdS (13..¥Wxd5 14.%e6
&f7 15005+ &e8 16.c3+, Schneider)
14.82xh7 Exh7 15.Wxh7 &f6 16.¥f5
Wxdd?? (missing a devastating check)
17.9b5+ c6 18.Wxb7 Hd8 19.Wxc6+ Hd7
20.Wc8+ Hd8 21.Wxd8+ and Black re-
signed.

3.g4!

White is prepared to sucrifice a pawn to de-
stroy Black's Stonewall. 3.24 is not bad ei-
ther, see SOS-1.

3..e6

Better is 3..fxgd4 4.h3 g3. and now both
5.¥¥xg3 and 5.fxg3 ure possible.

4.c4

4.gxf5 exf5 5,414 was my recommendation
in SOS-1.

4...c6 5.3 <316 6.cxd5 S:xgd

14

Of course not 6...exd5? 7.gxf5. White’s
game is also preferable after 6..cxd3?!
7.gxf5 exfs 8.8.¢5 and Black will have trou-
ble keeping his d5-pawn. Black may con-
sider 6...&2xd5 though.

7.dxe6 &xeb 8.213

Black’s central pawns have disappeared. So,
he must try and control the central squares
d5 and e4 with his pieces. This explains his
next retreat.

8...216

However he could have considered 8...2:a6
followed by 9...%b4,

9.2g1!?

The start of a fine career!

9..96 10.295

Aggressive play by Baramidze.
10...We7?!

Inanswer to 10...8.d5 White plays 11.131?to
prepare e4.

11.2g3!

X
F 3

Attaboy! Duc to the unusual Bgl-g3-c¢3 ma-
noeuvre Black is in grave difficulties.
11..52047?

Black is already throwing in the towel, but
11...%:h5 shouldn’t save Black either after
12.de3 (12.813) 12..%44 (12.Wxg5??
13.Hxe6+ and 12..%:¢7 13.8xe6 &ixeb
14.d5 wins) 13.Wd1 WxeS 14 Exeb+ 2d8
(14...&d7 and now both 15.%h3 and 15.d5
win for White) 15.d5 c5 16.¥ad £h6 17.d6
which is disastrous for Black.
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12.5cxed fxed 13.&xed 215

Black aims to play an ending with a pawn
down, but Baramidze is ruthless.

14914 od8 15.0e3! Wd7 16.7e6+!
dcB 16..Lxe6 17.Wf6+ Ec7 18.¥xh8
17.42xf8 Axf8 18.2e5 This is some rook
— White wants to play 19.e4. 18...817?
18..Hd8 19.e3 with a pawn (and a posi-
tion) up. 19.ed 5:d7 20exi5 4 xeS
21.dxe5 ¥x15? 22.2h3 and Black had
enough, 1-0

Crushing the Benoni Wall
SOS-2, Chapter 3, p.23

In SOS-2 Alexander Beliavsky demon-
strated a direct approach to destroy the
Benoni Waull. In the game below lldar
Ibragimov adds a convincing example.

O Iidar Ibragimov
B Emory Tate

Las Vegas 2005
1.d4 ¢5 2.d5 e5 3.%7:¢3 db 4.e4 Se7
Black plays the solid Benoni Wall hoping o
exchange the  dark-squared  bishops
(4e7-g5) to keep firm control over the dark
squares. Ibragimov’s next was endorsed by
Beliavsky and first played by Alekhine.
5.14! 416
Tate, not illogically, tries to take advantage
of 5.f4 by immediately placing the bishop on
the main diagonal. The main line is 5...exf4
6.5xf4 and now:
— 6...5:f6 7.5 (this is too direct, it makes
sense to first develop a few pieces and only
then (o play for the push ed-e5. Instead,
7.8b5+ was played by Beliavsky against
Dvoretsky in 1975, whilst 20 years later he
preferred 7.4e2 against Ivanovic) 7...dxe5
8.8xe5 (-0 9.€e2 He§ 10.%d2 £d6 (this

neutralizes White's play and equalizes)
11.8xd6 Wxd6 12.533 &gd 13.0-0 £xf3!
14.8xf3 a6 with an even position in
llincic-Kosanovic, Pancevo 2005.

— 6...5hd+ (this check does not disturb
White) 7.g3 416 8.4b5 £xb2 9.£xd6!? (10
keep Black’s king in the centre) 9...WaS+
10.%12 &:16. To prevent 11.£3¢7+, but White
calmly continued with 11.2g2! &ab 12.5f3
£d7 13.a4 &gd4 14.Hb! with an obvious
advantage, White won after 14..%2d4
15.2bxd4 cxd4 16.£b5+ &£d7 17.Wxd4 16
I8.e5 @xf3+ 19.%xt3 0-0-0 20.8.xa6 1-0
Karr-Gregoire, French tt, Montpellier 2006,
— Note that 6. .%g5 7.Wd2 2xf4 8 Vxf4
W6 9. ¥ xf6 £2xf6 does not relieve Black’s
plight. Beliavsky now analyzes the pawn
sacrifice 10.2b5! &d7 11.%f3! see SOS-2,
p.25. More spectacular was the course of
Sturua-Himdan, Dubai 2006: 7.4 xg5 Wxg5
8.3 We7 (8.Wel+ O.We2 Wne2+
10.2.xe2 and White has an edge in develop-
ment) 9.4b5+ £:d7 10.0-0 f6 11.c5! fxeS
12.%xe5! dxe5 13.d6 We6 14 WdS WxdS
15.%'xdS and Sturua won,

6.0013 294

Black increases his control over square e3
with this pin. Black has problems after
6..exfd 7.8x14. A quick ed-e5 can be an-
noying, just like the occasional &3¢3-bS.
7.5b5+ <kf8

Awkward, but the alternative is worse:
7..%2:d7 8.0-0 a6 9.2xd7+ Wxd7 10.fxes
X372 (10...&xe5 | 1.%xe5 dxes 12.Wel
with a huge positional advantage, while
10...dxe5 11.Wel likewise, is much better
for White) 11{.exf6! wins on the spot!
8.0-0 ext4

A novelty for what it is worth. Black will not
be in time to control the e5-square. In
Maksimovic-Djuric,  Bjelovar 1979,
8..&xf3 9.Wxf3 ¥e7 was played. White
now went for the strong 10.g4!, see SOS-2.
9.2xf4 ab
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1 would prefer 9...%%7, though this may be
answered by 10.e5 dxe5 11.Re3 as well.
Moves like Zied and d5-d6 are in the air.
10.4.e2 &xf3

After 10.5¢7 11e5 &g6 (11..dxeS
12.5xe5+) 12.exf6 Dxfd 13.fxg7+ Sxg7
14.Wd2 &ixe2+ 15.4xe2 Black’s king 1s in
mortal danger.

11.4x13 Ze7 12.e5!

KA W & K
i Aiidi
i A 2
' Y i
§ol
&y i}
A A 29 3
)u | WhEES

A fine positional pawn sacrifice.

12...dxe5 Here 12..&xe5 13.8xe5 dxes
14.d6 ec6 15.&d5 wins, for example
15..16 16.XhS We8 17.Hxfo+ gxf6
18.Wh6 mates. 13.2e3 Ld7 14.294
This opens the f-file and attacks an impor-
tant defender. 14..h5 15.2xh5 Even
stronger than 15.8xd7 Wxd7 16.&xcS.
15...4b6 16.d6 298 The alternatives are
no fun either. Thus. 16...%3c6 is simply met
by 17.2xc5, and 16...%0edS 17.22xd5 ©xd5
18.¥xd5 Hxh5 19.d7 just loses. 17.%e4
Or 17.5xc5 17..Hc8 Or 17.0G¢c4
18.2x¢c5 and if 18..b6 then White has
19.%:¢5", 18.9x¢5 18.%:g5 was also very
strong, 18....0d7 19.2e3 White has a
material and a positional advantage. The
Benoni Wall has been well and truly de-
stroyed. 19...Hc6 20.c4 g6 Or 20...Hxc4
21.8d5 winning. 21.294 Hxcd 22.d5
Hb6 23.Wxb7 Hb4 24.Zacl &g7
25.H¢7 and Black resigned.
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Double Surprise in the Bundesliga
S0S-3, Chapter 8, p.71

In the concluding rounds of the German
Bundesliga (played in one weekend) two in-
teresting games were played with the SOS
line versus the French — 3.2d3. The evening
before the penuitimate round Henrik Rudolf
was wondering what to play against the
French Defence that he expected to meet. En-
ter Stefan Loffler (not a team-mate!) who
suggested that he might like to give 3.%d3 a
try. The bishop move worked wonders for
Rudolf who won after a mere 16 moves. The
position after his | 1th move is givenin SOS-3
with the accompanying verdict by GM
Bluvshtein that ‘White is simply much
better’. The next day, Rainer Polzin, who
plays for the same Berlin-based team as
Rudolf, was surprised by !...e6 and as a coun-
ter-surprise decided to give 3.4d3 a try as
well. Polzin, having emerged from the ope-
ning with a secure advantage 100, had 1o work
a bit harder eventually grinding down his op-
ponent in aqueen cnding. So. 2-0 for 3.£.d3!

[J Rainer Polzin
Bl Michael Richter
Germany Bundesliga 2005/06

1.e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.8d3

Here we are sinning against the rules of
proper development by putting the bishop
out before a knight. In SOS-3 Canadian GM
Mark Bluvshtein explains his liking for this
non-theoretical set-up. One of the main
ideas is that 3...5\f6 is now met by 4.e5 5:fd7
5.%f3 ¢35 6.c3 when White is much better
compared to similar positions from the Ad-
vance Variation or the Tarrasch Variation.
Black’s most logical continuation is 3...dxed
followed by 4...%:{6 hitting the bishop and
thus winning a tempo for his development.
3...dxe4
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Bluvshtein also examines 3...%c6 and 3..c5.
Against the latter move French GM Robert
Fontaine sacrificed a pawn for considerable
compensation with; 3..c5 d.exdS (4.c3 &b
522 cxdd 6.oxdd £b4 7.8b5+ Qd7
8.8xd7+ Wxd7 9.e5 was about equal in
Bluvshtein-Degraeve, Montreal  2002)
4. Wxd5 5.50¢3! Wxdd (5. Wxg2?? 6.5ed
wins the queen) 6.%:f3 Wd8 7,24 with a buge
edge in development. 7..a6 8.¥e2 2d6
9.8xd6 Wxd6e 10.20e4 Wc7 11.0-0-0 2f6
12.£2d6+ and White had more than enough for
the pawn in Fontaine-Popov, Moscow 2005.

4.5xeq o6 5.23

An unusual spot for the bishop. However, it
is useful to put pressure on Black's queen-
side along the main diagonal.

5..41C6

Development first, but is Black forgetting
about his c-pawn? Much the most logical
move is 5...c5 when after 6.%5¢2 &6 7.%e3
we reach an important position for the whole
line. In SOS-3 several moves are now inves-
tigated: 7...e5, 7...4d5 and 7...cxd4. Also
mentioned is the move that Henrik Rudolf
encountered in  his Bundesliga game:
7...Wb6 Bluvshtein calls this ‘quite risky" in
view of 8.4bc3 cxd4 (8..Wxb2 9.dxc5)
9.&xd4 &c5 10.5xc6+ bxeb 11.0-0

X a0 & X
F 3 A44
Wi 414
%)
@ 2
(.ﬂﬁ (g 561}.; 2} {_‘\ &
) WIiED
when SOS-3 concludes that ‘the threat of
a4 is coming’, while 'Black’s picces are
badly misplaced.” So true. so true. Let's sce

how Rudoli-Rausch, Germany Bundesliga
2005/06 concluded: 11...53d5 12.20a4 &xel
(or 12..Wa5 13.8xc5 Swxed (13..WxcS
14.%xe6!) 14.&8:xc6!, and 12..Whd 13.¢3)
13.fxe3 Wa5 14.%h5! (this wins on the spot
as 14..¥xad4 15 Wxf7+ LdR 16.Zad) is
game over) 14..g6 15.Wxe5 Wxad?
16.%xc6 and Black resigned.

6.5%e2 4d6 7.4be3 £d7 8.£4g5

Both sides have deveioped their light pieces
(following the rules of the development after
all). White has more space, and his bishops
are more actively placed. Black now tries to
reduce the pressure, but slightly compro-
mises his position in the process.

8..h6 9.2h4 g5 10.5.g3 We?

Here 10..gd4 1! Sicdx Gixed?! 12.%xed
&xg3 13.hxg3 is better for White.
11.Wd2

Preparing to castle queenside.

11...e57

Black is forcing his hand, better was
11...0-0-0.

12.8xc6

This leads to a simple position where
White's advantage is clear. Much harder to
evaluate is 12.dxe5 Zixe5 13.8xb7 Hb8
when Black clearly has his chances too.
12..4xc6 13.dxe5 Lxe5 14.4axe5
¥xe5 15.0-0-0 0-0

X &
Aid A
¢ A &
WA
A
ABABAOR AR
S x z

So both sides have completed their develop-
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ment. But while White’s king is safely
tucked away on the queenside, Black's king
will remain in permanent danger because of
the pawn on g5. Polzin in fact demonstrates
in the game that White is better, not so much
because of Black’s weakened kingside, but
because of his slight lead in development
(there is already a rook ond1, and White is to
move here) and the vulnerability of Black's
queen.

16.%:d4! 2ed

Black loses after 16..2xg2 17.f4! Wxf4
(8. xf4 gxfd 19.Hhg) 3 20.2x13.
17.Ehel

Polzin continues to play ‘simple chess’, and
is not distracted by possible attacking
chances on the kingside,

17..Bad8 18.:xed

Also good is 18.¥e3.

18...%:xed 19.We3 Hfe8 20.f3 c5

The only move. Not 20..%2:f27 21.WxeS
Hxe5 22.Rxe5 &xdl 23.5f5 and Black
loses his knight.

21.¥xed Whs

White will be a pawn up in the endings ans-
ing after 21..¥¥xed4 22.Hxed cxdd
(22... Bxed 23.txed cxd4 24.¢3) 23 Edxd4.
22.7:c6!?

Or 22.915.

22..HExd1+

22..Exed4 23.45:xb8 Hxel 24.2xel Exbhg
25.Ec¢7 and, owing to the rook on the seventh
rank, White has a very safe edge. Shghtly
better than the game continuation was
22..bxc6 23 . Exd§ (23.%¥xch Hxel 24. Hxel
Wfd+ 25.50b]1 Wxh2) 23.. Hxd8 24 Wxc6
Wfd+ 25.56b1 Wxh2.

23.Exd1 bxc6 24.¥xc6 Zeb 25.¥xc5
Wxh2 26.b3 ¥xg2

Material is equal, but Black’s king is in dan-
ger {(an important feature in endings with
heavy pieces).

27.0d8+ &h7 28.W18 <g6 290.Wg8+
16 30.2d7 He7
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30..&hl+ 31.%b2 Wh5 32.Hxa7 Wp6
33.¥h8+ Wg7 34. Wxg7+ Exg7 and White
is better positioned for the upcoming
pawn-race.

31.Wh8+ eb 32.0d3!

White is winning.

32..¥g1+ 33.&b2 Wh2 34.He3+ &d7
35.0d3+ &eb 36.2e3+ d7

37.Wd4+

Polzin transfers to @ winning queen ending.
Also winning is the computer line 37.Hc3
Ee6 38.Wcl+ sbe7 39.He7+ &6 40.Wh8+
Lg64] W eB+LhS 42. Wx 7+ Lp643.HeT,
37...&e8 38.Exe7+

Here 38.Hc¢3! wins morc casily.
38..dxe7 39.Wxa7+ &8 40.Wc5+
g7 41.Wd4+ 16 42.a4 White is u pawn
up, his queen is better placed, and
his passed pawns run faster. The verdict
is not in doubl. 42..Wc7 43.b4 h5
44.b5 h4 45.b6 b8 46.¥c5 Intending
47.%c7, but he could have won a tempo
with 46.8d7+ &6 47 Wc7+—. 46...h3
47.¥c7+ Wxc7 48.bxc7 h2 49.c8W
h1¥ 50.¥h7+ Lh6 51.%c6! g6
52.a5 and White won after: 52...%g1
53.a6 Wd4+ 54.c3 Wd2+ 55.4b3
Wd1+ 56.&b4 Wal 57.&b5 Wh2+
58.%a5 Wb3 59.a7 Wa3+ 60.%b6
Wb3+ 61.&c7 W7+ 62.b8 Wig+
63.4c8 Wd6+ 64.Wc7 1-0
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Light Rellef
S0OS-2, Chupter 12, p.9!

In SOS-2 Igor Glek wrote aninteresting arti-
cle on two gambit lines against his own Glek
Variation. In SOS-3 we returned to the wild-
est of them — the piece sac 4...%xed — be-
cause of the brilliant (and SOS-Prize
winning) game Sengupta-Petrosian. The
present game once again illustrates how
quickly Black can score when White takes
up the gauntlet after 4...%:xe4.

(] Jason Chan
B David Smerdon

Queenstown 2006

1.e4 e5 2.513 4c6 3.5¢3 56 4.g3
&ixed 5.05xed dS 6.%'c3 d4 7.2.b1

K fWéo K
Adid Adi
A
A
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If you play 4...%:xe4 you have o be prepared
for players who will just return the piece 1o
enter a theoretical main line in the Glek Four
Knights. i.e. 7.522 dxc3 8.bxc3.

Glek's main line in SOS-2 was 7.%5b5 a6
8.5:a3 ed4 9.%hd Exa3 10.bxa3 0-0. Tom
Chivers, one of our SOS-rcaders, has sug-
gested that Black should p!.ty the more fore-
ing 10..g5. After 11.%¢2 &e5 Black
appears (e be doing fine after 12.2e2 2h3.
Perhaps White should return material with
11.5g2 gxhd 12.0-017 (12 5xed 5hd is un-
pleasant).

The other option is 7.%5e4 {5 §.4%egS ed
9.2c4 exf3 10.£f7+ which was Sengupta-
Petrosian. Kochin 2004 (sce SOS-3).
7...e4 8. We2?!

A new move, that has no eternity value. Glek
mentioned &.2:gl returning all pieces to
their starting positions in SOS-2.

8..We7 9.05g1

The inclusion of We2 and ... We7 makes
Black’s next possible.

9..2b4! 10..3a3 d3 11.¥e3

Or 11.cxd3 Gixd3+ 12.&d1.

11..dxc2 12.2g2 15 13.2e2 &id3+
14.&11
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14..%e57! 15.14

White could have taken advantage of
Black's previous move with 15.4:4!, the
idea being that 15..%xc] is met by 16.d4".

-11'.

B
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Correct is  15..2xa3! 16.4xd3 Wb5
17.bxa3 Wxd3+.

15..Web6 16.5:d4 W6 16..Wa6!?
17.éxed

White returns the piece, but this brings no
rclief. Perhaps he should just grovel with
17.&axc2.

17..1xed4 18.Wxed+ e7 19.¥xd3
£h3+ 20.&e1 0-0-0 and Black wins be-
cause he regains the piece with interest,
21.52axc2 Lc5 22.g4 HheB+ 23.4f2
Wxfd+ 2493 Gxd4+ 25.2xd4
Wxdd+ 0-1
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CHAPTER 2
Lubos Kavalek & Jeroen Bosch

Closed Sicilian: Vinohrady Variation

A
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1.e4 c5 2.5c3 &\ c6 3.g4

Remember the story about Kasparov play-
ing with Black in the 1997 Fontys 1ourna-
ment in Tilburg against the young American
Tal Shaked? In atopical line of the Exchange
Variation of the Griinfeld (1.d4 236 2.c4 g6
3.58%¢3 dS 4.exdS £:xdS S.ed ixed 6.bxed
A7 7.5e3¢58.Wd2) Kasparov had founda
powerful novelty which he had duly ana-
lysed with his seconds Makarichev and
Dokhoian and computer-checked to perfec-
tion. After the sequence 8. %a5 9.0bl b6
10.&2b5+ 8d7 11.8e2 Sc6 12,843 5:d7
134562 the boss played s novelty
13..Hd8!. Tal Shaked realized the strength
of this move after using up an hour of his
time, and lost ignominiously after 14.13 0-0
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15.h4 hS 16.6g5 Rfe8 17.Hcl &b7 18.d5
&eS 19.2b1 &icd 20,814 &es 0-1.

Now, Kasparov was not at all happy about
the *free’ point he had just scored. He com-
plained about the hours of analysis that he
had thrown away on a player 300 ele-points
below his strength. In his own words, he
had just spent an ‘atomic bomb to kill a fly".
Not all players could sympathize with
Kasparov's plight, especially not Michal
Krasenkow who drily remarked that
Kasparov should have been happy to have
been able to employ the novelty at all,
Krasenkow had found the same novelty, bul
had got no chance yet to throw this atomic
bomb (and now never would).



Closed Sicilian: the Vinohrady Variation

1t is not so unusual for players to find strong
novelties independently of each other — at
different places, but at almost the sume time.
And indeed, the same sort of thing happens
in scientific research as well. It seems some-
times as if a certain idea is simply ‘inthe air’.
This is also the case with the Bayonet Attack
in the Closed Sicilian that is the subject of
this chapter. Around 1965 the creative Cana-
dian Duncan Suttles ‘invented’ this line. He
inspired his compatriot Lawrence Day to
take up the variation too. But please remem-
ber that news did not travel fast forty years
ago.

Around the same time in 1965, the 3.g4 varia-
tion was introduced in intemational competi-
tion by prominent Czech players Michael
Janata (co-winner at the 1963 World Junior
Championship) and Lubos Kavalek (who be-
came international grandmaster also in 1965)
at the Student Olympiad in Sinaia, Romania.
It was employed as well in the same year by
Czech juniors Vavruska and Petras in domes-
tic events, Neither the Canadian branch, nor
the Czech branch, knew of the developments
on each other's continents.

The evidence before us suggests that the
matter of chronology — who was the first to
employ this line - can be satisfactorily
solved. The Czechs win the historical battle
hands down. Tt is Jaromir Kubicek who de-
serves full credit for being the first to invent
and employ 3.g4 in the late 1950s. Lubos
(formerly Lubomir) Kavalek will explain
the origin of the Vinohrady (vineyards) Vari-
ation in his notes. Indeed, all historical infor-
mation regarding the Czech branch of the
‘viniculture’ is by Kavalek. Gerard Welling,
René Olthof and Adrian Mikhalchishin have
ali provided further background information
and notcs on this spicy Closed Sicilian.

Let us start with a light junior game by
Kubicek to get into the right spirit.

[0 Jaromir Kubicek
B Petr Stecher
Prague 1958

1.ed ¢5 2.5¢3 &c6 3.g4 d6 4.d3 416
Not the best reply. Kubicek played 3.g4 not
only as a kind of extended king’s fianchetto.
Stecher’s 4...4:f6 provokes Kubicek into
playing his main idea: pushing the kingside
pawns s in, say, the Keres Attack in the Si-
cilian.

5.g5 %©g4?! 6.h3 Zge5 7.f4 Zg6?!
8.h4! e6 9.h5 4:ge? 10.23 5

Here 10...dS was preferable.

11.f5 g67 12.t6 %.g8 13.hxgé fxg6
14.22h48

White has a won position. Black cannot pre-
vent 4ixg6 as 14277 15.8xp6 xgb
16.9h5 mates,

14..2x16 15.gxf6 Wxfi6 16.2:d5 Wd8
17.22xg6 EZg8 18.Exh7 ie6 19.Wh5
Lf7 20.Exf7 &xi7 21..5h8+ &g7
22.\¥h6

Mate.

X W aXo
&
4

Obviously, Black did not put up much resis-
tance, but the game shows how dangerous
Kubicek’s set-up can be.

It was in 1965 that Kavalck employed 3.g4 in
an important international tournament.
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] Luboes Kavalek
B Jan-Erik Westman
Sinaia tt pret 1965 (2)

(notes by Lubos Kavalek}

1.e4 ¢5 2.5¢3 %:c6 3.g4

‘The Czech Double-Punch’, as called by the
Soviet grandmaster and theoretician Alex-
ander Konstantinopolsky because it was also
played by Michael Janata in the same match
against Sweden. We named the line ‘The
Vinohrudy Variation,” after a distrct in
Prague where we both went to school. The
spiritual father of the variation was Jaromir
Kubicek, another member of our school
team and a romantic player with passion for
the King’s and other gambits and for various
unusual openings. Janata was the best player
onour school team and he later went on (o tie
for first at the 1963 World Junior Champion-
ship with Florin Gheorghiu. Our school won
the Prague scholastic championship several
times. During the 1965 Student Olympiad in
Sinaia, Romania, Janata and | were room-
mates. When we decided to introduce the
Vinohrady Variation to the international
scene on the same day on our boards, it
caused a huge stir in the tournament hall.
Kubicek's idca influcnced other players
from Prague. The vadation took off after 1
published comments to this game in the
Czechoslovakian monthly Ceskoslovensky
Sach. and other Czech players began to use
it. From the 1965 comments:” The move
3.g4 can’t be easily refuted and it provides a
good opportunity for an opening surprise,
The main idea is to grab space and save a
tempo in the attack from the usval slow
build-up with 3.g3. The disadvantagc could
be the weak dark squares f4 and h4. but that
is not eusy 1o exploit it. For example, after
3...e5, White can play 4.8.c47.

3..96 4.d3 £g7 5.£e3 d6 6.5g2 Eb8

Janata was less successful against Dahl
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That game went: 6...2d7 7.h3 bS 8.Wd2
Hb8 9.f4 e6 102373 b4 11.22d1 £:d4 12.0-0
Ze7 13.c3 &xf3+ 14.8xf3 Wa5 15.f57!
bxc3 16.bxc3 exf3 17.exf5 gxf5 18.&g3
%e5 19.gxf5 g8 (Black takes advantage of
the open g-file) 20.8.¢4 6 21.4h6 2.xf5 and
Black was winning.

7.f4 e6 8.h4!

EoeWe AKX
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‘Black played the opening rather passively,
allowing me 10 gain space on the kingside
and have a more comfortable game.’
8..2:ge7 9.h5 b5 10.Wd2 Wa5

‘Black plans to strike with 11..b4 and
12...dS, but White prevents it with a little
combination that keeps the hlack king in the
middle.’.

11.e5! dxeb

*Black is curious 1o find out what White re-
ally means. Otherwise he would play 11...d5
although after 12.%ce2 White is better.’
12.h6 218 13.8xc5 We7 14.4.ge2 b4
*Calculating all possible variations in such a
complicated position is not practical, but
while my opponent was thinking I tried not
to waste time: 14..exfd 15.6:xf4 WeS+
16.%5¢4 &d5 (16...f5 17.04 Wc7 18.8d64+
d? 19.2:f7 Hgf 20.8d6+-) 17.2:xd5
£xc5 (17..exd5 18.d4 Web 19.0-0-0 dxcd
20.£xf8 Hxf8 21.d5 We5 22.dxco+—)
18.2:6+ @18 19.0-0-0 bd 20.5:x¢5 WxeS
21.04 ¥Wae 22.d5 exdS 23.¥xd5 Wxds
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(23..9xf6 24.Wc5+ We7 25.Wxco &b7
26.%b5) 24.8xd5 ©d8 25.Bhel Seb
26.84xe6 £xe6 27.50d7+ 2xd7 28.Hxd7
He8 29 Oxe8+ Hxe8 30.0xa7 I8 31.a4+—
and White wins (See Ceskoslovensky Sach
10/1965 p.151), But such calculations cost a
lot of energy and are not to be recommended.
16.2e4 $d5 16.4xf8 &xi8 17.fxe5
Hixe5 18.Wg5

Locking up the kingside with 18.g5 is bener.
18...:a6

Here 18...2xg4?! is not playable because af-
ter 19.Wxpd De3 20,813 Lixc2+ 21.%f2
fixal 2286 Eg8 23.Exal White should
win,

19.0-0 £:d7 20.5:14!

Exchanging Black’s best piece.

20...5xf4 21.2xf4 el 22.0:16+ O xi6
23.\Wxf6 28 24.2e1!

Threatening 25.Bxc6+!

24..Xb6 25.Xd4 We7

Relatively the best. After 25...Hd6 26.Hxd6
Wxd6 27.8ed4 We7 28.We5 f6 29.Wxet
White wins.

26.g5! &£b7 27.5xb7 Lxb7 28.Ze5
We7

Allowing a sharp combination. The queen
exchange 28...Wx16 loses fast: 29.gxf6 Ed7
30.Hxb4 Ed8 31.82b7 Ed7 32.Hcb5 und
wins. Also after 28...Kd7 29.Rc4 wins.
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29.2xe6+! fxe6 30.Wxeb+ We7
31.WcB+ Lf7 32.5f4+ g8 33.Mxis+

Wxfg 34.Wxb7 Wc5+ 35.2h1

Black has no good check and White threat-
ens 34 &g7 mate. Westman could have re-
signed.

35..Wd4 36.%Wg7+! Simplifying into a
winning pawn endgame. 36...Wxg7
37.hxg7 &xg7 38.&292 h6 39.gxh6+
&xh6 40.a3 a5 41.axb4 axb4 42.c4
&g5 43.¢5 1-0

One month before the start of the Student
Olympiad in Sinaia, Duncan Suttles had
already won effortlessly in the Canadian
Championship with 3.g4.

[J Duncan Suttles
B Joseph Kaltenecker
Vancouver ch-CAN 1965 (5}

1.e4 ¢5 2.%:¢3 4'c6 3.g4 d6 4.0g2

In 1968 Kubicek played in a small tourna-
ment in The Hague. 1 will give the game in
full, as you won’t find it in your database. Al
the time, Kubicek chose the more restrained
4.h3 The game continued 4...g6 5.d3 %p?
6.5e3 e6 7.52g2 FigeT 8.WA2 hé 9.%ge2
Z:d4 10.%g3 Eb8 11.64 f5 12.gxf5 cxf5
13.83d5 £.47 14.¢3 22de6 (Kubicek now sac-
rificed a pawn 1o open files against the Black
king) 15.e5!7 Z:xdS 16.4xd5 dxeS 17.0-0-0
%7 18.5b3 Wc7 19.2hg] B8 20.Edel bs
21.fxe5 ¢4 (Black appcars to get consider-
able counterplay, but Kubicek has seen fur-
ther) 22.e6! cxb3d (22..idxe6 23.4f4)
23.exd7+ Wxd7 24.axb3 (maierial is equal,
but the difference in the safety of the respec-
tive kings is striking) 24..Hc8 25.%hs!
Axc3 26.bxe3 gxh5 27.8.xh6 Wd4 28 4&g7
Whd 29.50b2 Wd6 30.5xf8 Hxf8 31.Wg5
1-0 Kubicek-Van Halderen, The Hague Can-
didates Group 1968.

4...g6 5.d3 £g7 6.f47?!

Kavalek played 6.5e3 against Westman.
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which is probably stronger {and more flexi-
ble).

In the Czech Army Championship. August
1965, 6.g5!7 was tested successfully in two
games:

E oWd AKX
F Y A4814
ai i
i 4
A

A
AR A 2 JoRL
2 Qwd OE

~ 6..h5 7.h4 &id4 8.%ice2 W6 9.¢3 4ich
10,64 e6 112 ‘ge7 12.4ge2 5
13.65d5 oxd5 14.exd5 %7 15.0g3 Sgd
16.8e4 (White is sumewhat better. Black
now decided 1o castle queenside, but
White’s initiative develops strongly after his
17.b4 and 18.Ebl) 16..0-0-0 17.b4 HbY
18.8b1 #c8 19.5f1 465 20.0d2 Wc7
21.5%4 16 22Nad &d7 23.Wa3 Hc8
24 bxe5 WxeS5 25.Wa6 b6” {White also wins
after 25..\#c7 26.8xf5 &xf5 (26..gxf5
27.2e3 b5 28.41xd6) 27 .54e3) 26.8a3 1-0
Petras-Horu, Prague 1965.

- 6..h6 7.h4 hxg5 8.hxg5 HExhl 9.8xhl
Wd7 10.5e3 Wpd (1. ¥xgd Qxgd 1263
&d7 13.5ge2 0-0-0 14.0-0-0 e6 15882
(White has a dcfinite edge in this ending)
15..0ge7 16.Ehl  %e8  (16..Rh8?
17.Bxh8+ &xh8 18.&b5 wins) 17.Xh7 &dd
18.82.d2! White is clearly better and won in
the end. Vavruska-Goeth, Prague 1965.
Lawrence Day has played 6.h4. When prac-
tice has seen:

— 6..e6 7.8h3 &Gige? 854 1o prevent
Black from playing ...d5, Day-Vranesic, Ca-
nadian speed championship, Kingston 1968.
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— After 6..e5 Day recommends 7.2e3 or
even 7.g5 or 7.%4:d5, but not 7.f47! h5 8.15
hxg4 9. ¥xgd &:d4 with an edge for Black in
Day-Martin, Ontario tt 1966.

- 6..2f6 7.g5 HhSM 8.Rd2 Z3d4 9.8bl
£e5 10.6ce2 2g4 11.73 Le6 12.14 &ixe2
13.5xe2 207 14.463 (1455 gxfs 15.8£3)
14...£5 15.£xh5 gxh5 16.5:g3 fxed 17.41xh5
$.f8 18.dxed4 and White was superior in
Day-Spencer, Ontario Open 1967.

- 6..h67! 7.f4 e6 8.8.e3 &ge7 9.5 ge2 £1d4
10.8¥d2 2b8 11.4g3b512.h5 b4 13.6d] a5
14.c3bxc3 15.bxc3 £b5 16.a4 227 17.hxgh
fxgé 18.f5 with a considerable edge in
Welling-Catteau, Douai 1992.

6...e51 7.45
E oW AKX
F ¥ 484
ai i
K _mAp
ZY AL '_\
AR A o) 3
QWd OX

Consistent with his previous move.
7..95?

Good was 7...hS! 8.fxg6 Wha+ 9.df1 hxgd
10.gxf7+ &xf7 | |.52e3 & ge7 as was noted
in Canadian Chess Char. White's King is in
more danger than Black’s. Note that the im-
mediate check on h4 brings nothing special:
7. Wha+ 8.5f1 and 8...hS runs into 9.g5!
8.h4 h6 9.hxg5 hxg5 10.Exh8 4xh8
11.%:13 16 12.%f2 Black is locked up on
the kingside with no counterplay in sight.
12..Wd7 13.20d5 Wh7? This mercly
gains White a tempo later on. 14.¢3 Eb8
15.4e3 2g7 16.%Wb3 4f8 17.Xht
Wg7 18.2h5 ©h6 19.32g3 £:f7?? This
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loses on the spot, but Black’s position is
unenviable anyway. 20.Eh7 1-0

Suttles later refined his bayonet attack with
3.d3, only continuing with 4.g4 after 3...d6
or 3...g6. His main reason was to avoid 3.g4
e6 which is one of Black’s strongest options
(see Hort-Kindermann below). Kavalek, by
the way, does not approve of the subtle 3.d3,
feeling that White loses the important option
of 3.g4 €5 4.8.c4!,

[0 Duncan Suttles
B Samuel Reshevsky
New York ch-USA 1965

1.e4 ¢5 2.%c3 £)c6 3.d3

Sohere is Suttles’ preparation of the bayonet
attack. Suttles by this time avoided 3.g4 be-
cause of 3..e6 when Chernikov-Titenko,
RSFSR Championship 1966, went: 4.2g2
&ge7 {for 4...h5 see Hort-Kindermann be-
low) 5.f4? d5 6.e5 %g6 and Black was al-
ready better.

3...d6

After 3...g6 Suttles also played 4.g4. Let us
examine a few games:

— 4..8g7 5.h4 d6 (Lawrence Day has indi-
cated that Black can play 5...&2xc3+! 6.bxc3
d5 with at least equal chances) 6.h5 gxhS
7.Hxh54)f68.Bhd h6 9.f4 2d7 10.8g2 Wc7
11.5h3 0-0-0 12.22 &b8 13.%e2 h5 14.¢5
@g4 15.5h37 Wb6? (Black wins on the spot
with 15...2xb2! 16.82xb27 e3) 16.c3 and
White won, Suttles-McCormick, U.S. Open
1966,

- 4..Rg7 5.8g2 d6 6.5h3!? eS 7.8g5 f6
B.8e3 &ge7 9.f4 exfd 10.83xf4 2e5 11.h3 0-0
12.¥d2 Hb8 13.a4 b6 14.0-0 a6 15.b3 @7ch
16.Hf2 &d4 17.Kafl and White was some-
what better in Ranniku-Belova, Riga 1968.

~ 4,.e6 5892 497 6.h4 Dge7 7.8e3 db
8.h5 ¥b6 9.Obl £d7 10.a3 5 1 I.gxf5 exfs

125 ge2 §e5(12...52d4 13.b4Z) 13.b4 &gd
14.bxcS Wa5 15.¥d2 Hixe3 16.fxe3 Wxcs
17.hxgt hxg6 18.xh8+ &xh8 19.exf5 &c6
20.d4! Wxf5 21.8xc6+ bxcb 22.514 Wed
23.%h2 &6 24.%d2 0-0-07! 25.55e4 W57
26.5xi6 Wxf6 27.8e2 g5 28 h5 WIS
29.Wa6+ dd7 30.Eb7+ 1-0 Woodhams-
Neumann, World Junior Championship, Je-
rusalem 1967.

- 4..d6 5.8¢2 €5 6.h4!7 fe7 7.25 Leb
8.4h3 h6 9.2d5 hxgS 10.2xe7 Wxe7
11.6xg517 £d7 12.c3 0-0-0 13.8e3 16
14.5f3 (Black is no worse) 14.. Zf87
15.b4! f5 16.5.g5 W7 1 7.bxc5 fxed 18.dxed
Kg4(18...dxc5 19.Wd6 Lg4) 19.8h3! Wa7
20.8xg4 Wxpgd 21.50d2 We2 (21..W¥xdl+
22.Bxd] dxc5) 22.2f1 dxc5 23.¥b3 Wga?!
24.f3 ¥d7 25.0-0-0 (late but effective!)
25...0c7 26.40c4 W7 27.]d5 ©f6? 28.5d6
1-0 Suttles-Blackstone, A.B. Stamer Me-
morial 1966.

4.g4ed

Against this ...c5 line (bearing down on the
dark squares), White should probably go for
arestrained set-up with h3, £g2, and f4. The
passivity of the light-squared bishop is an
important argument for Kavalek to prefer
3.gd e54.Rc4!.

5.292 ge7

K oWe K
Adi AiLli
ai
A i

AR A
@\ &
AR A i JoR &
E OWl® X

Black refrains from fianchetioing his
bishop, and immediately concentrates on the
weakened f4- and h4-squares,
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6.hd4! &g6 7.h5 7f4 B.&xfd exfd
9.5d5!

K tWeo K
44 A44i

White is ok here (but not better). Reshevsky
is up to the task und temporarily sacrifices a
pawn,

9..g5 10.hxg6 fxg6 11.%2:xf4 g7
12.c3 Wg5 13.2:d5 0-0 14.14

Suttles prefers to give back the pawn, rather
than play the passive 14.f3,

14...%xgd4 15.%xg4 sixgd 16.2h3
£xh3 17.45xh3

X K
44 L1

A i 3
F 42
A S

& (ex \:‘;._..‘I

A S
)5S & H

The ending is equal. Resheysky, as the stron-
ger player, won in the end (51 moves).

So what should we prefer: 3.g4 or 3.d37 Let
us return to the Czech vinevard. In 1964
Kubicek and Kavalek played a vigourous
consultation game against Vlastimil Jansa
and Polish IM Jacek Bednarski.
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(] Kubicek/Kavalek
B Jansa/Bednarski
Prague, consultation game 1964

1.e4 c5 2.5:¢3 4'c6 3.g4 e5 4.5¢4! db
5.d3 2e7 6.h4!?

Gaining space on the kingside, and in linc
with Kubicek’s general idea of 3.g4. Junsa
and Bednarski now take the forbidden fruit,
6...2xh4?

E oWe AKX
44 Ad i
ai
A A
S0 A
) &

A A £
BE QWD X

Y
(-

7.Wi3

Romantic play by Kuhicek and Kavalek.
Mecanwhile it was stronger to trap the bishop
with 7.g5! after the forced sequence
7..5xg5 (7..5x12+ 8.&x12 does not give
enough of course) 8.WhS 2e7 9.Wxi7+
&d7 10.¥xg7 White has regained his mate-
rial with interest. For example: 10..4f6
11.2g5 W8 12.Wx(8 Rxf8 13.£h6 with a
clear endgame advantage.

7..516

Bluck should prefer 7...5&e6! 8.5xe6 fxeb
when in answer to 9.g5 he has 9..&:d4!
10.9h5+ g6 11.¥xhd Zxc2+ 12.80dl
ixal.

8.g5!

Consistent.

8...%2d4 9.¥%g3!

Kubicek/Kavalek continue in the style of
Morphy. The whole game is actually played
in the Romantic spirit of the 19th century.
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Possibly, the format of the consultation
game is conducive (o attractive play?
9..2e7

Instead 9...5:xc2+ 10.&d1 Sixal 11.gxf6 g6
gives the whites a lot of play too.

10.g6!!
E aWd AK
F O £44i
i A
A i
LaA
) & W
AEY A &
g 8 & &OX

10...fxg6 11.2xh7!

The point of the previous move.

11...Hxh7 12.¥xg6+ &d7 13.Wxh7
4if6 14.¥xg7 Zixc2+ 15.&d1 &ixat
16.5.g5 &cb

Jansa and Bednarski decide to play the
middiegame with their king on ¢6. Play al-
ters radically after 16... W18 17 Wxf8 G xfy8
18.48.xf6 &e7 which could be about equal.

17.2:d5! 2xd5 18.exd5+ &b6

The alternative is 18...sec7 19, &xe7 Wd7
when 20.%:f3 W5 21.5p5 Weds 22.4d2
Wfd+23 e Wgd+ isadraw by repetition.

19.8.xe7 Wd7 20.W18 a6

An unclear ending arises after 20...Wad+!
21.b3 Qgd+ 22.f3 RExf8 23.bxad He$
(23, &xf3+ 24.6'xf3 Exf3 25,248 mate!)
24.2xd6 £d7 The sequence .. Wad+ and
..mgd+ was possibly missed by the blacks.
21, 8xd6 &a7

Now not 21...Wad+ 2253 24+ 23.f3 Exf8
24.bxad 2 xf3+25.2x3 Exf3 26. & xe5 win-
ning.

22 4xc5+

Better was 22.b3!

22..b6 23.2€3
iEel B
& W
idi
g §
2
AG
AR £
A & A
23...2b7?

The final chance for 23...Wad+ 24.h3 Wxa2
(24..4p4+7 25.f3 Hxf8 26.bxad HExf3+
27.45xf3 Exf3 28.d6! should win) 25.We7+
£.b7 and a perpetual is in the air.

24,16 Wc7 25.a4! a5 26.b4!

Kubicek and Kavalek continue in the same
energetic style with which they have played
the entire game.

26...2g8 27.4:f3 axb4 28.a5

and the whites won,..

Suchchess isclearly inspiring. [t is therefore
not surprising that 3.g4 has always becn the
choice of the Czech players. In 1983 one of
the strongest players of Czechoslovakia,
Vlastimil Hort employed the Vinohrady
Variation in a TV game againsi Stefan
Kindermann. The German player countered
with 3..e6 and Hor suffered a horrible
defeat.

[J Viastimil Hort

B Stefan Kindermann
Bath TV 1883

1.%2¢3

Always in for a joke!

1..c5 2.4 4c6 3.4 e6!? 4.8g2
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According to Mikhalchishin 4.&ige2 is
weaker, although he feels that 4...d5 5.8¢3
d4 6.5 ce2 Wh4 7.h3 246 8.d3 Zige7 9.f4 g5
10.&2!? leads to a complicated position.
4...h51?

We have already noted that 4...5'ge7 5.f4?
d5 6.e5 %gh was unpleasant for White in
Chernikov-Titenko, RSFSR Championship
1966, Stronger is 5.d3 &6 (5...d5 is the al-
ternative) 6.4:f3 &£e7 (6...d5 7.h4 d4 8.hS is
all right for White) 7.g5 d5 8.h4 with inter-
esting play.

Not 4...%16 5.g5 &g8 6.h4, or 4...g6 5.d3
&7 6.64 Whd+ 7,211 and White is betier as
Black will lose time moving his queen again,
while White has gained some useful space
on the kingside.

5.gxh5 &f6 6.d3 Hxh5 7. ge2 d5
8.72:93

It was worth trying 8.%1f4 He5 9.0-0 when,
after all, the rook on e5 is in danger. 9...dxe4
10.dxed Wxdl 11.2x81 b6 12.%:d3 HhS
13.e5 @d5 14.2e3 Sde? 15.43c4 gave
White something to play for in P.Roth-
Minibock, Austrian ch, Wolfsberg 1985.
8..Xh8 9.2.05 RKe7

K oWe X
i

@ cﬁ'-.
AL A
H W&

10.h4?

Bad is 10.2xf67 &xf6 !l.exd5 Zxcd+
12.bxc3 exd5 when White’s kingside is very
weak. However, 10.%d2 (Mikhalchishin} is
clearly  better, planning immediate
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gueenside castling with a reasonable posi-
tion.

10...g6

Weaker was 10...d4 11.%xce2 5 12.8f5",
11.%d2 d4 12.5:ce2 e5 13.a3?

Clearly better was 13.f3 &h5 14.0-0-0 f6
15.%h6 (Mikhalchishin).

13...204 14.2xe7 Wxe7 15.Wg5 Le6
and Black’s position is slightly preferable.
16.22g1 0-0-0 17.Wxe7 Zxe7 18.4f3
16 19.5ve2 c4 20.29M1 <&d7 21.41d2
cxd3d+ 22.cxd3 HcB8 23.Hacl Hxct
24.Xxc1

X
AL <4
244
i
AL AA
) AL
8 B L
bu

Kindermann now coordinated his forces to
devastating effect with

24...g5! 25.hxg5 g6 26.5%e1? &:t4+
27.511 ©h2+ 0-1

In recent times the only Czech grandmaster
to play the Vinohrady Vanation is Murek
Vokac. He concurs with his compateiots and
plays 3.g4 ratherthan 3.d3 followed by 4.g4,

[] Marek Vokac
B Stefan Koch
Ferchtenberg 2003 (1)

1.e4 ¢5 2.3 %:c6 3.g4 €5
3..d6 4h3 :dd 5.602 5 6.d3 feT 7.8c3
Was 8.7:f3 Se6 9.6:d2 Wd8 10.5:d5 (1o be



Ciosed Sicilian: the Vinohrady Variation

able to evict the knight from d4 with c3.
White’s chances are preferable) 10...4f6
11.c3&ch12.g5d7 13.h4 5 14.exf5 £xf5
15.8e4 (with a clear positional edge)
15...0-0? 16.%b3 and White won a pawn
(and soon the game). Vokac-Jirovsky,
Pribram 1998.

4.292

Not following in the footsteps of Kubicek/
Kavalek with 4. £.c4.

4...d6 5.d3 g6

Black can aim to control the dark squares
with 5...%e7 (preparing the exchange of the
dark-squared bishops) 6.&3d5 Eb8 7.h3 &5
8.5e2 2xcl 9.Wxcl Sge7 10.f4 0-0
(10..0xd5 l.exd5 Whd+ 12.&fl with
chances for both sides) 11.0-0 &:d4 12.2f2
&ixe2+ 13.Bxe2 and White has some advan-
tage in Vokac-Frolik, Czech Team Champi-
onship 2004/05.

Black can also try to control 4 and h4 by
means of the knight. 5...%ge7 6.23h3 2:g6
7.0-0 &e7 8.f4 exfd 9.5xf4 4f6 10.%2:fdS
fe5 11.g5 f2e6 12450517 0-0 13.c3 ab
14.%2a3 h6 15.%h5! with the better game in
Fabian-Dolezal, Crech Championship,
Luhacovice 1968,

6.h3 Lg7 7.%.ge2 4ge? 8.f4

X 6We X
di Aifti
ai F
A A
A 123
2 2
ABRAROR SR
g QW® =t

8...16

8..exfd 9.&xf4 0-0 10.¥4d2 gives White a
slight edge.

9.5

Boxing in Black’s kingside. White has won
the opening battle.

9...2d7 10.2e3 & d4 11.57g3

Not allowing Black to exchange a set of mi-
nor pieces. As usual, White will later chase
the knight from d4 with ¢3.

11..2c6 12.¥d2 Wd7? 13.22d1 b6
14.¢3 £2b5 15.a4 ¢7 16.a5 b5 17.0-0
0-0 18.d4

X X oo
A AVa £ 1
24 Ai

AR RA
AR A
A B AA
A Y 2
hui AN E®D

White is better in the centre and on both
flanks! Tt looks like a Ruy Lopez gone wrong
for Black.

18..%0a6 19.2f2 We7 20.d5 fGe8
21.b3 &h8 22.h4 %g8 23.g5 Our auda-
cious pawn continues his march. 23...b4
24.c4 Qb8 25.2h3 Wd8 26.%g2 Hb7
27.1xg6 hxgb 28.2.g4 fxg5? Opening
the h-file, but Black's position is without
prospects anyway. 29.hxg5 (e7
30.0h1+ g8 31.8e6+ £17 32.4g4
4xe6 33.dxe6 %c6? 34.Wd5 Wes
35.e7+ B17 36.216+ &xf6 37.9xf6 and
Black resigned.
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CHAPTER 3
Nigel Povah

The Deferred Staunton Gambit

AEYA

EAS W0 AKX
4431
3

A

DHawde H

F Y
3

&%)
EY A 1A

1.d4 e6 2.5f3 5 3.e4!?

1.d4 e6 2.513 15 3.e4!?

With his last move White enters a rare vari-
ation (there are only 35 games in the 2006
Mega Database!) which is a type of De-
ferred Staunton Gambit that was first
played in 1990 by GM Joel Benjamin. It
was then adopted by the Spanish GM Juan
Bellon Lopez. who in his typical dynamic
style won several attractive games with it
Since then it has been employed as a sur-
prise weapon by players of varying
strength, although it is rarely essayed by
grandmasters who perhaps distrust White’s
direct approach. However, this line is grad-
ually winning some advocates and is
achieving a number of successes, the most
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notable of which is Gretarsson’s victory
over Smyslov.

With his last move, White announces his ag-
gressive intentions, being willing to have his
knight displaced in the interest of a quick
kingside assault on the white squares.
3..1xe4

Black has little choice but to accept the of-
tered pawn, as both 3..%2:f6 4.exfS exfs
5.8d3 d6 6.0-0 Le7 7.2¢l 0-0 8.43g5 and
3..d5 4.oxf5 exfS 5.4d3 &f6 6.8¢5 $e7
7.0-0 0-0 B.c4 give White a comfortable
edge.

4..:g5 416

The main choice, but Black has an interest-
ing alternative in the immediate 4...d3!7 5.£3
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h6 (5..6e7 6.fxed! £xg5 7.¥Wh5+ gb
8. 8xg3 Wxg5 9.9xg5 dxed 10.4c3 with a
pleasant edge) 6.%5h3 exf3 (6...42f6 trans-
poses to Variation E) 7.9x{3 (7./01417 is an
interesting suggestion from former Austra-
lian champion John-Paul Wallace: 7...fxg2
8.Wh5+ &d7 9.4xg2 &f6 10.We2 with
compensation for the pawns) 7. & hd+
8.237 (stronger was 8.2:f2 Wxd4 9.2d3
&6 10. 226+ d8 11.0-0 with compensa-
tion) 8..Wxd4 9.2d3 &6 10.&g6+ Hd8
[1.5364 @c6 12.c3 WeS+ 13.4:¢2 d4 with a
clear advantage, Povah-Hinks-Edwards,
England 2005.

5.131?

White has also tried 5.4¢3 2e7?! (the more
sensible 5...d5 transposes to Variation E)
6.%cxed b6 7.2d3 &ixed 8.Dxcd Lab
9. Wh5+ g6 10.0d6+! cxd6 11.5%xgb+ hxgéd
12.¥xh8+ &177 13.Wh7+ &6 14.h4 &f5
1503 e5 16.¥f7+ 1-0 Sierra Canoso-
Sanchez Piquero, Asturias Championship
2001.

iAo Wes K
Aidi F 3
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AN A 2y
HHhgwdel B

Black now has a number of options:

A) 5.¢5
B) 5..exf3
C) 5..e3
D) 5..h6
E) 5..d5

Variation A
5...c5
This is Black’s most popular choice.
6.fxe4 cxd4 7.2d3
White centinues with his policy of rapid de-
velopment, rather than wasting time recap-
turing the pawn with 7.Wxd4, which was
played in Sokolin-Litus, Katowice 1991:
7..&06 8. We3 b6 9.4bS £c5 10.8h3 0-0
11.5:¢3 22+ 12.dd] hé 13.Efl &d4 and
Black was slightly better.
Nor did 7.c3 work out for White after
7..45¢6 8.2b5 Wa5 9. We2? dxc3 10.bxc3

&d4—+  Grechkin-Ovetchkin, Russian
Team Championship 1996.
7..%:c6
XK oWea X
Ai 4 44
A 44
@)
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Black has also played 7...8.d6 here, although
this usually transposes after 8.0-0 &cé or
8...2e5 9.5:d2 &ch.

Another attempt to deviate is 7..8a5+!?
8.2d2 &b4 9.4xbd Wxbd+ 10.22d2 Was
(10...Wxb2? 11.e5 wins, after 10..%:c6
11.0-0 0-0 12.e5 xeS 13.4xh7 &xd3
14.5xf6+ Hxf6 15.Hxf6 gxfé 16.cxd3
Black’s exposed king and lack of develop-
ment gives White at least equality) 11.%f3
&6 12.0-0 Wh3 13.5¢4 0-0 14.e5 igd
Povah-Bigg, England 2005, when 15.h3!
would have given White a clear advantage
15,43 (15.&2h6 16.5xd4! Wadl
17.Raxdl Bxfl+ 18.8xfl or 15...%gxe57?
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16..0fxe5+—) 16.51xe3 dxe3 17.We2 b6.
Note that Black cannot take on e5:
17..5%e57 1B.xe5 Hxfl+ (18..WxeS
19.8xh7++—) 19.Kxf1 Wxe5 20,913 W6
21.Wed Who 22.Wb4 winning.

8.0-0 2.d6

The usual choice, although Black can also
fight for control over e5 with 8...d6 9.c3!x
(9.d2!7 9..h6 10.2f3 &e7 11.cxd4 0-0
1203 e5 13.8c4+ ®h7 14.0hl Lg4
15.82e3 RcB 16.dxe5 dxe5 17.2d5 with a
slight edge for White in Benjamin-
Machulsky, New York 1990.

But not 8..Wc7? when White's attacking
possibilities became apparent with 9.Zxf6!
&ieS5 (9...gxf6 10.¥h5+ Pe7 11. W7+ Ld6

12.8f4++—) 10.Hf2 h6 11567 &Hxf7
12WhS 1-0 Kipper-Stolte, Germany
Bundesliga B 2000/01.
9.03d2
XN W X
Aid A 4di
AL i
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White has also tried 9.5a3!? ReS (9...%e5
10.59b5 &b8 11.55ht 0-0 12.5xd4 Zifgd
13.20df3h6 14.20h3 b6 15.We2 &b7 16.6d2
Kd6 17.&xe5 Y-la, Del Rey-Arizmendi
Martinez, Ibi 1996) 10.b4 0-0 11.%5¢4 a6
1224 d6 13.2d2 WeS 14We2 Wpgo
15.5xd6! @ixb4 16,215 ©c6 17.0h4 Wes
18.Hab] with compensation for the pawn,
Bellon-Lopez-Vega Holm, Spanish ¢h 1994.
But 9.c3?! is less convincing: 9..dxc3
(9...0-0 10.cxdd ©:xd4 11.Re3 Ke5 12,603
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hé 13.%h3 d6 Eriksson-Hansen, Gausdal
1990, also favoured Black) 10.5xc3 &£e5
11813 We7 12.Wh3 b6 13.8e3 &b7
14.5f30-0 15.Hae ) HaeB when White had a
difficult struggle to prove he had enough
play for the pawn, Bellon-Lopez-Rothen,
Swedish Team Championship 1998/99.
9..4e5

Anticipating White's threat of &ic4, Black
has also tried:

~ 9..We7 guarding the bishop, but after
10.%c4 &eS White was able to exploit the
fact that the queen was overloaded with
1LExf6! gxfé (11..2xc4 12.Wh5++-)
12.%h5+ &g6 13.e5! 0-0 14.exd6 Weg7
15.22¢4 b5 16.2h6 W7 17.5xf6+ Wxf6
18.Xf1 Wxf1+ 19.&xf1 Xf5 20.¥g4 bxcd
21.4xc4 Rf7 22.h4 &b7 23h5 Rf6
24. ¥ xd4+— Jensen-Sobjerg, Aarhus 1991.
— Strongeris 9...%5¢5 with spectacular com-
plications after 10.£c4! (10.22df37! h6
11.%8xeS hxgS5F Povah-Williams, England
2004)  10..%xcd 11.6ixcd W7
(11..&xh2+7 12.&xh2 WcT+ [3.e514—;
11..0-0 12.2d3) 12.2xf6! &xh2+ 13.&h]
gxf6 14 Wh5+ dve7 15. W17+ &d6 16.Wxf6
Wxcd 17.%xh2 (or 17.Wxh8 &gl 18.&d2
with balanced chances) 17..Hg8 18.6f7+
&cT 19.WeS+&h6 20.Wd6+ Web 21, Whd+
Wb5 22.Wd6+ and White has no more than a
repetition.

10.%c4 0-0 11.52xe5

Alternatively, 11.c3 d6 12.5bh1  dxe3
13.bxc3h6 14.60f3 £xc3 15.Hb1 d5 16.exd5
exd5 17.5a3 dxcd 18.8xcd+ Lh8 19.4xf8
Wxf8 20.Wd3 &b4 21.42h4 with a danger-
ous attack, Bellon Lopez-Vaiser, Helsinki
1991, but the immediate 11...dxc3 seems to
favour Black:

— [2.6xe5 Wbo+ 13.%h] cxb2 14.8xb2
Wxb2 15.43c4 W5 with a slight advantage.
- 12.bxcd &xc3 13.8a3 &xal 14 Wxal b5,
with a2 winning position.

11..50xe5 12.6f4 d6 13.2xe5 dxe5
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14.0e1! Wc7 15.%g3 2d7 16.413
4c6 17.Mael £Hd7 18.5g5 45
19.0c4 h6 20.Zx{8+ Hxi8 21.Lxe6+
&h8 22.b4
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E &
22..We7?!

Correct was 22..2%a6 23.8b3 with equal
chances.

23,0047+ %h7? 24.2f5+ g8 25.Wg6
1-0
Povah-Hill, England 2003.

Variation B
5...exf3 6.Wxf3

KAt Wéeo X
Addi F 3

With £.d3, 0-0 and a possible ¥h3 to follow,
White is well placed to exploit the open lines
on the kingside, whilst Black's lack of space
makes it difficult for him to mobiiise his
queenside forces.

6...5c6

Here 6...8¢7 7,443 Dcb 8.¢3 simply trans-
poses, whilst attempts to disrupt White’s
planned development have failed as the fol-
lowing encounters have shown:

- 6..h6 7.Wh3 Kd6 (7..8e7 again trans-
poses to the main line) 8. £d3 0-09.0-0 We8
(9..hxg5 10.2xg5 %6 11.2xf6 Hxfe
12.%h7+ &fR 13.40d2% as Black’s lack of
development means that White's attack is
helped because he is effectively a rook up!)
10.2%3 &ic6 11.2xf6 Axfo 12.4ged4 Re?
(12..2f8 13.%xd6 cxd6 14.2b5 We7
15.Wg3 W6 16.4e3 He7 17.Bf1 &f5
18.4xf5 exfS 19.2xd6 with balanced
chances) 13.0xf6+ &xf6 14.2b5 Wf3
(14..WdR 15.2xh6' &xd4 16.WhS! #xb5
17.8xg7 sxg? 18.Wh7+ &8 19.0f1+-)
153 57 16.¥f5 exdd 17.8xh6 d6
18.Wh7+ f7 19.8cd4+ feb 20.8xe6+
Dxeb6 21.%xe7+ and White won quickly in
Povah-D.Shaw, British Team Champion-
ship 2001/02.

— 6..c57 7.Rd3 We7 (7..02c6 8.4xh?
Hxh7 9.2xh7 &xdd 10.Wd3L) 8.0-0 26
9.4xh7! &:xd4 (9...Hxh7 10.4xh7 &xh7 -
10..0xd4  11.¥d3x — 11.Wh5+ g6
12.¥xgb+ od8 13.5f7 Whd 14.65¢34+—, or
9.&6xh7  10.Wh5+ &d8 11.6f7++-)
10.8g6+ $d8 11.Wd3 Pc7 12.4f7 Rh4??
(this blunders the rook, but 12. Hg8
13.2f4+ &b6 14.54:d6 should also win)
13.Wg3+ d6 14.¥xhd 1-0 Povah-Walton,
British Team Championship 2004/05.

7.c3

White has also tried 7.8e3 We?7 8.4c3 do6
9.2b5 8d710.0-00-0-0 1 1.Hael h6 12.6:h3
W7 1304 Re7 14.d5 @De5 15.8xd7+
Hxd7 16 Wh3 exd5 17.4fxd5 &b8
18.2xa7+! xa7 19.2b5+ &b8 20.Wa3
Hdd® 21.Zbxc7 WxdS 22.4xd5 @xds
23. b3 when Black’s weak pawns and lack
of co-ordination gives White at least equal-
ity. Kohout-Gdovin, Czech ch 1996.
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7..8e7

Practice has also seen:

— 7...d57! proved (o be too slow, allowing
White to breakthrough before Black could
get his king to safety: 8.2d3 &e7 9.4xh7
Bxh710.5xh7 €5 11.&xf6+ £.xf6 12.Wh5+
&e7 13.0-0e4 14.4g5+— San Emeterio Ca-
banes-Martinez Martin, Spanish U20 Ch
2001.

— 7..h6 8.2d371 (8. ¥h3! transposing to ¢i-
ther the main line or Povah-Shaw, depending
on whether Black continues with ...Se7
or..5d6, was more prudent) 8..hxg$s
9.&p6+ e7 10.Exg5 dS 11.0-0 #d7
12.45d2 £d6 13.h3 @e7 14.82d3 c6 when
White did not have enough compensation
for the piece. Cebalo-Naumkin, Forli Open
1995.

— 7..b6 (irying to develop the gueenside,
possibly with the hope of ... &e7 and ...0-0-0
is also oo slow) 8.8.d3 267 9.Wh3! 2d6
(9..4'¢7 trying lo prevent 2g6+, leaves
Black congested after the natural 10.0-0,
rather than the messy 10.%xh7!7 Z:xh7
1LMhS+ g6 12.89xg6+ Pxgh 13.9xg6+
el 14.2p5+ xS 15.WxgS+ el
16.Wgb+ with perpetual) 10.8g6+ &8
11.0-04c7 12.8xh7+ Bxh7 13. ¥ xh7 Lxg6
14N xg6 We? 15,906 g8 16.6xg7 Wxg?
17.2xf6 and wins.

8.4.d3 0-0 9.%h3
K oW K&
Aidie 4i
A i4a
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&
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White can also play 9.0-0h6 when 10.£*h3 is
similar to Hansen-Trabolt (see Variation D),
although the bishop is better placed on e7
than d6, as Black can continue with ...d5 and
..-e5.

9..h6 10.296

White can also play 10.0-0 but then Black
has 10...hxg5 11.26(11.82xg5d5 12.4xf6
Sxf6 13.%Wh3 £xd4+!' 14.cxdd Hxfl+—+)
1l..gd4 12Mh4 Bf7 13.8x{7+ ©xf7
14.¥xgd4 Lg! when his chances are some-
what preferable.

10...e5!

Not 1{)...hxg5? | 1.2 xg5+— when the threat
of capturing on 6 and following up with
Wh7+ and Wh8+ is difficult to mect, so
Black has 1o concede material with 11...2{7
12.0-0d5 13.2d2 when White has compen-
sation.

11.0-0 exd4 12.cxd4 :xd4?!

Missing the stronger 12...d5! when White’s
attack has been repelled and he will lose fur-
ther matcrial.

13.%¢3 d5 14.%d3 hxg5

14...5 c6 makes itmore difficult for White to
justify his two pawn deficit.

15.%xd4 g4 16.595 ¢6 17. W12

X AW K&
A4 & a
F 3 a o
F 8,
i
A
AR W AR
pug H
17...5d777?

A terrible blunder: 17...8d6 18.Whd W7
guarding h7 along the second rank after ex-
changes on f6 was safer, although Black
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would still need to be careful after 19.Kael
g3 20.8xf6 gxfe 21.Hxf6 Hxf6 22.Wxf6
fgd 23.Wg5% or 22..5h3 23.gxh3 Hf3
24 He8t.

18. 817+ Dxf7 19. W xf7+ £h7 20.4xe7
Wh6+ 21.%h1 1-0

Netusil-Vavruska, Czech ch 1993.

Varlation C
5...e3
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Black attempts to slow down White's attack-
ing possibilities by declining the capture on
f3, thus leaving the f-file and the d1-h5 diag-
onal closed.

6.4xe3

The natural response, but it is also possible
to ‘play around the e3 pawn’ with 6.5.d3!?
Re7 (6..42d5!7 Fritz 7.40xh7 fbd+ 8.3
Hxh7 9.8g6+ &f8 10.65xh7 Whd+ 11.g3
Wxh7 12.cxb4 Gxb4 13.0-0 532 14.5a3
&ixal 15.8xe3) 7.¢3'7 (preparing an as-
sault on h7, 7.f4 0-0 8.0-0 c5 9.4.xe3 Wc7
was equal in Niemela-Rajcsanyl, Helsinki
1992)7...¢5?! (missing White’s crude threat.
7...48d5!7 is again a possibility, demanding
accurate play: 8.2xh7 &f7! 9.f4! Hgk
10.0-0 Hxh? 11.8xh7+ &xh7 12.c4 &f6
13.8xe3 with an unclear position; or
7...0-0'? 8. ¥c2 h6 9.45h7 &oxh7 10.2xh7+
$h8 11.8xe3 g5 equal) 8.Wc2 d6?
(8...cxd4 is the consistent sequel to Black's

last move: 9.8g6+ HfR 10447 Was
11.£xh8 &g8 with an unclear position)
9.dxc5 dxcS 10.&2xh7 &ixh7 11. Wb+ &d7
12.5:xh7 We8?' |3 . Wxp7 &cb 14.5:66 WdS
15.5:g4 &:d7 16.8£xe3 and White was win-
ning in Povah-Naylor, British Team Cham-
pionship 2005/06.

6..42e7

The logical continuation. Black continues
his development and threatens ...2d5 em-
barrassing the knight on g5. The alternatives
have not worked out well for Black.

- 6..b6 7,543 We7 8.c3 £h7 9.Wc2 £:d5
10,442 g6 11.8xg6+ hxg6 12. Wxgh+ &ds
13.4067+ &8 14.£¢5 1-0 Duong Thanh
Nha-Delisle, Quebec 1990.

- 6..2d5"! (this simply loses time) 7.£.d2
%e7 B.f4! (supporting the knight and ope-
ning the d1-hS diagonal) §...%:(6 9.2d3 0-0
10.60c3 d5 11.We2 ©cb 12.%xeb Sixchd
13. ¥ xc6+ h8 14.0-0-0 &ixd4 15.%h3 ¢5
16.58e3 %6 17.g4E with a clear kingside
initiative, San Emeterio Cabanes-Serrano
Nunez, San Sebastian 2000,

— 6..¢5 7.8¢3 cxd4 8.Wxdd Gic6 9.Whd
b4 10.0-0-0 WaS 11.8c4 &S 12.8xc5
WxeS 13.Ehel 0-0 14.a3 &6 154!
(15.2d5!7) 15.. X6 16.2d5! exdS 17.Bxd5
h6 18.Ed6+ 1-0 as White forces mate after
18..%h8 19.8xf6. Bellon-Lopez-Garcia
Fermandez, Spanish Championship 1991,
7.5¢3
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7.8cl, as played in Bozinovic-B.Kovacevic,
Zadar 1998, seems rather retrograde and
Black continued 7...%c6 8.8d3 b4 9.Ge2
¢S5 1023 Gied |l.dxcS &xc5 with easy
equality.

7..0-0

Not 7...d5?! B.f4 (fixing the weak pawn at
e6) 8..0-0 9.¥d2 a6 10.0-0-0 b5 11.g3%
Karner-Raffalt, Graz 2001.

Bluck can also establish easy equality with
7.0g4 B.fxgd Kxgs.

8.h4

Perhaps simply 8.2d3!7.

8...h6 9.Wd3 %:c6 10.a3 d5 11.14 2d6
12.93 27

Play was equal in Witek-Strzemiecki. Euro-
pean Championship U12. Herceg Novi 2003.

Varlation D
5! llhs
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This attempt to drive the knight away creates
serious weaknesses on the light squares,
which White can exploit with *h3-f4-g6, or
a umely invasion on g6 or hS by White's
bishop or queen. Nevertheless, this was
Smyslov’s choice when faced with the De-
ferred Staunton Gambit.

6.2°h3

Of course, not 6.%:xed? hixed 7.fxed Wha+
8.85d2 Wxed 9.5d3 Wxg2+ 10.2c3 b
11.a3 ¥Wd5 with a clear advantage in
Barnstedt-Scholten, Baden 1997.
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6...d5

An interesting try is 6...exf3 with some par-
allels to the 5...exf3 line. as the following
game illustrates: 7.9xf3 ©£d6 8.2d3 0-0
9.0-0 &:c6 10.c3 27 11.5d2 Bbg 12.5:c4
b6 13.2xd6 cxd6 14.% g3 as White regains
the pawn with the advantage of the two bish-
ops and kingside aftacking prospects,
K.Hansen-Trabolt, Logumkloster. Danish
U20 Championship 1994.

But neither 6...e3 7.2d3 %£d6 8. 8g6+ &8
9.Lxe3, nor6... &bd+7.c3 Kas 8.xe4 make
much sense for Black.

7.1xe4 dxe4d

7.8 xc4 8. Wh5+ &d7 9.2.d3 is unclear, al-
though it doesn’t lvok very appealing for
Black.

8.0e2

With a crude threat of invading on hS which
is difficult to prevent without making further
CONCEessions.

8...2d6 9.&4h5+ &e7

Or 9...d7 10.42¢3 b6 11,86 5b7 12.0-0
28 Hill-Arnott, British Teun Champion-
ship 2002, when 13.6972 We7 14.a3 &6
15.He!l would enable White to regain his
pawn with at lcast equality.

10.0-0 %¢c6 11.4:¢3 Lxd4

¢ K8
Aid = &
214

L
A
Li“s é& (fa) L ‘J{H

H W K&

12.5xed! 215 13.We2 S:xed
13..48d4 14902 Hf8 15.%xd6 ¥xd6
16.%:f4 with dangerous threats for the pawn.
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14.¥Wxed £c5+ 15.2h1 EdS5 16.&et!
4dé 17.%9f4 Gxf4 18.4xi4 Hi8
19.8xc7

Material is equal again, and Black’s position
is a horrible mess.

19...85 20.¥c3 Ha6 21.Wa3d+ 5.d6
22 0fd1 We5 23.Exd6 Exd6 24 Xd1
And Black resigned in Gretarsson-Smyslov,
Reykjavik 1993,

Variation E
5...d%
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This move has limited independent value as
it will usually transpose to Variation D after
6.fxe4 h6 7.003.

6.fxed

This is the natural response, but White can
also try 6.2¢3 (sometimes reached by
5.4%c3 d5 6.f3) when Black can continue
with 6...5¢6 7.2b5 (7.fxed &ixed 8.5 pxed
dxed Y.4e3 Qe7 (0.5 xed WdS 11.4430-0
Zweschper-Blum, Hofbieber 1996, when
12.%3g3 with equal chances appears to be the
best way for White to proceed) 7...h6 8.43h3

g5 9.fxed dxed 10.0-0 &g7 11.%xed 0-0
12.5:xf6+ &xf6 13.¢3 with a clear advan-
tage, Bartlett-Ramakrishna, Canberra 2004,
6...dxed

Here 6..%xed4 7.&2xed dxed 8.Wh3+ g6
9. ¥e5 is clearly good for White. Alterna-
tively, 6...h6 7.&3h3 transposes to Variatien
D as already mentioned, unless White wants
totry the independent 7.e5, but after 7...hxg3
8.4axg5 £e7 9.exfé £xf6 it seems that the
best White can hope for is equality with
10.6xf6 Wxf6 11.c3 Wha+ 12.g3 Wed+
13.5d2 0-0 14.2h3.

7.5c4

‘When White should be better due to Black's
weak c-pawns.

7..c5

This is insufficient, but 7...£:d5?! 8.0-0 We7
9.%2xe4 6 10.£g5 and 7..Wd6 8.%:c3
both favour White.

8.dxc5 Wxdi+ 9.&xdl  &xch
10.£ xe6
KR <& X
4di F O 3
2 A
i) A
F
b3 (f_‘:j I3 A
Ay oifss o

when White has the better ending due to the
weak ed pawn.



CHAPTER 4

Jeroen Bosch

Zviagintsev’s Sicilian Surprise
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1.e4 c5 2.5a3

In the Russian Super-Final, Vadim Zvia-
gintsev  ventured the amazing 2.3
against the Sicilian. His opponent. ex-FIDE
World Champion Alexander Khalifman, re-
portedly burst out laughing, shaking his
head in disbelicf. Onc can imagine that
Mikhail Botvinnik would have taken 4 less
lenient attitude. A move like 2.5'a3 looks
like a complete joke, an insult to a serious
professional chess player — a personal in-
sult perhaps. If we go back in history, only
the 12th World Champion, Anatoly Karpov,
suffered worse when a cheeky Tony Miles
uncorked 1...a6 against him (and won).
Zviagintsev, however, had no intention to
imsult, and he certainly wasn't joking cither.
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Indeed, his knight-to-the-edge move way
not meant as just a one-off surprise either.
Zviagintseyv obviously thinks highly of
253, as he repeated the move against
Dreev and Motylev in the same champion-
ship. His final score was a respectable 2 o
of 3. Moreover, as Zviagintsev said: ‘I
would not know why 2.5%3 is worse than
23!

[J Vadim Zviagintsev
B Alexander Khalifman
Moscow ch-RUS 2005 (2)

1.ed4 ¢5 2.52a317
Moving the knight to the edge and opening



Zviagintsev’s Sicilian Surprise

up a whole new realm of possibilities. Black
can react in numerous ways, and it will be
very exciting to watch how Zviagintsev's
line will develop. What are the main ideas of
this move? The knight will often go to c2 af-
ter a future ¢3 — thus supporting the advance
d2-d4. Does this mean that Zviagintsev
wants to play a type of 2.¢3 Sicilian? Well,
not necessarily. In case of 2.,.%'¢6 he plays
3.48b35, going for a Rossolimo where White
still has the option of playing f4 (there is no
knight on f3) — see Zviagintsev-Motylev be-
low. So with 2.%5a3 Zviagintsev keeps the
option of playing Alapin or Rossolimo posi-
tions, as well as a whole new vista of play, of
course. Note that White will never transpose
to an open Sicilian, since the knight will
always be badly placed on a3.

2..5¢c6

A natural move, and one out of several sound
replies.

It is intriguing to speculatc on what Zvia-
gintsev had in mind against 2..d6 - if
3.8b5+ then simply 3...2d7. Perhaps 3.%:f3
&1f6 4.5b5+ 2d7 5.%e2 is not a bad set-up
with a knight alrcady on a3?.

Both 2...g6 and 2...b6 come into consider-
ation. The knight has no immediate function
in these fianchetto lines.

2...d5 is an important reply against 2.c3 —
here it is less strong. 3.exdS WxdS (not
3.8f6 4. 95+ %d7 5.c4, and White is su-
perior) 4.53f3, and with &:b5 and £¢4 in the
air as tempo-gainers White has a decent fu-
ture ahead of him.

The other main line against 2.c3 is 2...5f6.
Just like 2...d5 this is playable, but it cer-
tainly doesn’t question the right of 2.%:a3 to
exist. After 3.5 ©d5 you might like 1o in-
vestigate 4.5°f3 (or 4.d4 cxd4 5.%xd4 e6)
4..%3c6 5.4b5.

Dreev went for 2...e6, when the game trans-
posed into a French type of position afier
3.¢3 d5 4.e5 &6 5013 (Ljubojevic has

played in this way via the move order 1.e4 ¢5
2463 e6 3.3 d5 4.e5 &b 5.5a3, See
S0OS8-4, Chapter 10, which concentrates on
4..d4 5.cxd4 cxdd 6.4b3+) 5..8d47 6.g3
(this is Zviagintsev's move, Ljubojevic went
6.2c2, and after 6...f6 7.d4 fxe5 8.dxe5 Wc7
9.£f4 chances were about even in Ljubo-
jevic-Ribli, Belfort 1988) 6..a6 (6...f6!7)
7.5c2Ec88.8.g2 WcT79.We?2 4 (otherwise
White plays d4 and takes back with the ¢2
knight in case of ..cxd4) 10.0-0 Hc5
11.%xcel! $HHa5 12.d4 cxd3 13.5xd3
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and White is slightly better due to his central
control, Zviagintsev-Dreev, Moscow 2005
(Round 7).

3.4b5

This is the ‘natural’ option now. In a
Rossolimo-like position it can be favour-
able that the knight is on a3 (¢3 and d4 is
still possible, bS is protected). Moreover,
White has the option of playing f4 before
sending his second knight to its conven-
tional square (when will we see the first
games with 2.22h3?). By the way, Zvia-
gintsev's example was followed in the
Georgian women’s championship. Play
was about equal after 3.4:f3 g6 4.¢3 Kg7
5.d4 cxd4 6.cxdd d6 7.h3 &f6 8.8d3 0-0
9.0-0 ab 10.2e3 bS5 11.£¢2 &a5 12.d5 ¢6
13.dxe6 &xe6 in Batsiashvili-Dzagnidze,
Thilisi 2006.
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3.Wc7

Khalifman puts his queen on a natural Sicil-
ian square and aims to take back on c6 aftera
subsequent exchange. But this is costing
time, und White’s knighis are fairly comfort-
able in the resuiting positions.

Motylev preferred 3...26 4.9xc6 (this ex-
change is not obligatory. In a later game
Zviagintsev improved his play with the flex-
ible 4.¢3 Kg7 5.d3 ©f6 6.f4. See the next
game in this chapter: Zviagintsev-Pono-
mariov, Sochi 2006) 4..bxc6 5.d3 £g7
6.f4!17 (*exploiting’ the fact that this is not a
Rossolimo proper) 6...d5 7.e5 (it would be
nice 1o play 7.We2 first - strategically it is
better to keep the pawns on e4 and f4. How-
ever, there is a tactical problem - the knight
on a3 — after 7..WaS+ 8.2d2 Wb6 9.Hbl,
and now 9...8xb2. This looks scary, but if
necessary Black can always give up his b2
bishop for the a3 knight — with a future
Wa6) 7..f6 8.Xe2 fxeS 9.fxe5 &h6
10.53F3 S.g4 11.0-0 0-0 12.¢3 We7 13.4%2
&ifS
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and here Black’s position was belter in
Zviagintsev-Motylev, Moscow 2005 (9).
Not so good as it may seem is 3...41d4. Play
might continue 4.4f3 &ixb3 5.6xb5 (this
normally arises via the move order 1.e4 ¢5
283 Se6 3.4b5 Hd4 453 b5
5.6:xb5).

4G

This type of position is dangerous for Black,
as witness Van der Wiel-Spoelman, Hooge-
veen 2005: 5...45(6 6.5 &:d5 7.42g517 (very
tricky — in practice Black usually goes for
this position via 1.e4 ¢5 2.2(3 Zic6 3.8¢3
&6 4.8b5 &xd4 5.e5 Gixb5 6.5xbS Hd5
7.%g5 — both 7.c4 and 7.0-0 are decent 100,
Am I confusing you with all these transposi-
tions? Zviagintsev must have thought out
such things in the comfort of his study) 7...16
(7...f5 is the other option. Bad is 7..h6?
8.0xf7 Sxf7 9.W3+ ©f6 10.cxt6 exf6
11.Wd5+ g6 12.0-0, which was much
better for White in Graf-Gisbrecht, German
Championship 2002) 8.Wf3 (8.Wh5+ g6
9.3 is morc common) 8...%:b4 9.exf6 exf6
10.Wh5+ g6 11.We2+ We7 12.4d6+ Pd8
13.5gf7+ &c7 14.Wxe7 Hxe7 15.4:xh8
£xd6 16.%d1, and White won.

Decent alternatives are 3..e6, 3..d6 and
3..216.

4.%13 gb

Here 4...a6 5.5xc6 Wxc6 is risky, but per-
haps more in keeping with his third move.
5.3

Preparing d4 and the manocuvre &a3-¢2-(e3).
Good is also 5.0-0 2.g7 6.Bcl (Sakaev).
5...a6

Khalifman questions the bishop. In reply to
5...8¢7 there follows 6.d4, when at some
point 3...¥¢7 may prove to have been a tota!
waste of time.



Zviagintsev’s Sicilian Surprise

6.5xc6 ¥Wxc6 7.0-0
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7..897

Here 7..Wxe4?! 8.d4 gives White a very
dangerous lead in development.

8.d4 d6 9.d5

White gains space and aims for a Benoni
type of position. 9.Hel 2.g4 10.d5 also gives
White a slight plus.

9..\c7 10.n3

This prevents ... &g4 (x13) and thus preserves
control over the important e5 square. The c8
bishop is a problem piece — Black would be
quite happy to part with his bishop pair. Wor-
thy of consideration is Shipov’s 10.8 4, pre-
venting 10...%5f6, because of 11.e5!.
10...5f6 11.4f4 0-0

Not 11...5xed?? 12 Wad+.

12.He1 b5 13.Wd2

It is too carly for 13.e5. After 13..5:d7
14.%e2 4b7 15.Rudl (or [5.exd6 exd6
16.c4 bxcd 7.57xcd SxdS 18.2xd6 &xcd
19.8.xc7 2.xe2 20.Kxe2 with equal chances)
Black can liquidate with 15...dxe5 16.%:xe5
Gxe5 17.2xe5 =xe5 18.WxcS Wxes
19.Hxe5 Tfd8.

13...5b7

Black connects his rooks. The bishop is not
too active, but still of some use. On b7 the
bishop attacks d5, thus preventing ed-e5 for
the moment.

14.8ad1 Efe8

Both sides have developed nearly all their

pieces. Zviagintsev can be satisfied with his
2.%1a3 sel-up. White is slightly better due to
his space advantage.

15.c4

Trying to improve his knight in case of
15...bxcd?! 16.%xc4, and 15...b4 16.5¢2.
With the pawn on c4. d5 is protected, which
means that ed-e5 will become a threat.
15...¥b6 16.5h6 2h8 17.b3

Now that White has formed a chain
(a2-b3-cd-d5) the positional threat of ed-e5
becomes real. Khalifman acts accordingly.
17...e6! 18.45:95

White should not free the light-squared
bishop. After 18.dxe6 Hxe6 the weakness of
ed gives Black good play.

18...exd5 19.cxd5
X X &8
8 F S
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19.exd5 is playable, but with his knight on
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a3 White cannot count on anything special.
19...He7

Both sides will double their rooks on the
only (half-jopen file.

20.He3 Hae8 21.Hde1 a5!

Black must find a uscful squarc for his
light-squared bishop.

22.5b1

Likewise, Zviagintsev has to find a comfort-
able spot for his audacious knight (it is now
completely out of play on a3).

22...b4 23.Wc2 ©d7 24.%d2

X &8
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F ) f yie
A &’ @)

A = A

2
W
F 3

24...2a6

Following his plan of placing the bishop
more actively on the a6-fl diagonal. But
24...5.d4 would have been even better, when
Black is, to say the lcast, not worse.
25,5913 S1e5

Khalifman is on a *down-trend’ to use a term
of Yermolinsky’s. The move in the game
keeps equal chances, but makes things much
harder for Black. It was not too late for the
active 25...%d4!7, which gives Black good
counterplay after 26.5:xd4 cxd4.

26.82.95 7 xf3+ 27.2x13

Exchanging a pair of knights favours White.
27...Hd7 28.e5!?

A principled decision. which brings the
gume to acrisis. The resulting position is ex-
tremely difficult to play. especially in time-
trouble.
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28...dxe5 29.%:xe5
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29..Bxd5

Here 29...&xe5 30.Exe5 Hxe5 31.Oxes {6
32.He6 should win for White.

30.0x17!

This sacrifice was the point of 28.e5.
30...Exe3 31.Hxe3

As Biicker has noted White cun win here
with 31.Z2h6+ {8 32 2xe3 &b7, and now
32.¥c2!, and after a long and complicated
line your computer will demonsirate a win,
31...&x17 32.2e7+ #f8 33.Wed

& 0

33...2d14+7

This logical check (probably in time-trou-
ble) loses the game. Khalifman should have
changed the move order with 33 ¥d6!,
threatening 34...Zd [ mate. when Black can
apparently hold the position by playing
34.5h6+ (34.93+ 216 35.Wxio+ Wxfe
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36.4xf6) 34...2g7! (not 34..%g87 when
35.He8+ &f7 36.Hf8+ wins the house)
35.&xg7+ (a blunder is 35.Exg77?? Edl+)
35..&g8 3644 &b5, defending the
eB-square and coming back to the long
diagonal.

34.%h2 Wdb6+ 35.14 26

After the unfortunate check on dl 35...&bS
can no longer save Black; after 36.&h6+
g8 (if 36...8g7 37.Bxg7 decides) White’s
queen bhas uccess to the seventh rank:
37.Wb7, and Black has no defence.

1 35...h5then 36, He6 and 37 ¥xg6 decides.
36.2h6+ g8 37.WaB+

and Khalifman resigned, as 37..Wd8
38.He8+ is game over.

During the Russian Team Championship in
Sochi, Vadim Zviagintsev repeated his
brainchild against Ruslan Ponomariov.
Employing a flexible set-up, Zviagintsev
improved upon his earlier game against
Motylev to gain a significant opening cdge.
He eventually ground down Ponomariov in a
difficult ending. After Sochi a strong round-
robin tournament took place in Sarajevo.
Impressed by the results of his countryman,
Vladimir Malakhov twice employed 2.%:a3.
Excerpts of these games are cited in the
notes to our next game.

O vadim Zviagintsev

B Ruslan Ponomariov
Sochi 2006

1.e4 c5 2.4a3 & .c6

Interestingly, most players play 2..%ic6

against Zviagintsev (only Dreev played

2...e6) whereas here, after 3.8bS, it is clear

that 2.%1a3 serves some purpose.

In Sarajevo Malakhov was ‘less lucky":

- 2..d6 3.c3 4fe 4.g3 g6 (4. Gixed?

5.¥ad+) 5.802 207 622 0-0 7.00 5

8.d4 exd4 G.cxdd Gch 10.d35 Dbd 11.4:c2
with a slight edge in Malakhov-Nisipeanu,
Sarajevo 2006.

— 2..a6 3.¢3 Hic6 4,53 £:16 5. We2 (White
has a favourable 2.¢c3 Sicilian after 5.e5
Z:d5 — White's second move is more useful
than Black’s. While after 5...%\g4 there is
6. %e2 d6 7.exd6 Wxd6 R.Gcd WeT 9.ad
Barsky in Chess Today) 5...d6 6.g3 &g4?!
7.h3 &h5 8.Rg2 e6 9.0-0 Ke7 10.d3 &:d7
1.2 HeB 12.p4 fg6 13.50d2 e5 14.50e3
and White is slightly better, Malakhov-
Sasikiran, Sarajevo 2006.

3.2b5 g6

The fianchetto is stronger than Khalifman’s
3...Wc7. This was also Motylev's choice in
the Russian Superfinal. Zviagintsev avoids
the Rossolimo-like set-up that he chose in
that game.

4.c3

So here is the big improvement! 4,2xc6
bxc6 5.d3 £p7 6.f4 was Zviagintsev-
Motylev, Moscow 2005. Notc how Whitc
opted fora set-up with f4 here: taking advan-
tage of the fact that there is no knight on 3
yet.

4..497 5.d3

This looks modest, but White's moves
should be judged as a whole. After his game
against Motylev, Zviagintsev must have
found the development scheme 4.¢3, 5.d3,
6.f4, 7.%:f3 and 8.0-0. White may not be
better in the traditional sense, but he has a
flexible position and a clear plan (play on the
kingside). Black, on the other hand, rather
unusually for a Sicilian, is confronted with
fresh problems from an extremely early
phase in the game. Note that 5.6:f3 &:f6
6.%e2 0-0 7.0-0 a6 R.Exc6 dxch 9.d4 cxdd
10.cxdd ¥c7 11.2c4 £¢4 12.5ceS 2xf3
13.4:xf3 Had8 was played in Laesson-
Rogule, Tallin 2006. White is a tad better at
this point.

5...%:16 6.f4 0-0 7.22f3
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7...d6

Following in Zviagintsev's footsteps, young
master B.Savchenko played the same set-up
a few days later. His opponent decided tode-
viate here with the original 7...%2a5. After
8.0-0 a6 9.5.2a4 b5 10.8c2 d6 11, Wel Zb8
12.Wh4 (Savchenko has copied Zviagint-
sev’s plan, but Belov is faster on the
queenside than Ponomariov was in the main
game) 12..b4! 13.8¢471 bxe3 14.bxc3
txcd 15.dxc4 WaS 16.¥el (1his retreat is
necessary, Belov now opts for a dangcrous
knight manoeuvre: £:d7-b6. This serves to
attack White's weakened queenside, but
withdraws a defender) 16...22d7 17.e5 & b6
18.8b1 £g4 19.5g5!? (planning 20.%h4,
and going all-out for the attack) 19...h6

X &
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20.2xf7 Bxt7 (20...&x{7! 2115 with huge
complications) 21.&xgh Wxa2 22.exd6
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exdf 23.f5 (stronger than taking on f7 —
White cuts off the g4-bishop, and advances
another attacker. 23.¥h4'?) 23...Ef67! (this
stops the f-pawn, but misses or underesti-
mates Savchenko’s next. White is better af-
ter 23...6xb1 245 xf7+, Black should have
tried 23..%Wxc4d when the complications
continuc after 24.8xf7+ ®&xf7 25.f6 or
24..Wxf7  25.¥g3) 24.Eb2  Was
(24.. Wxc4? 25.0f4) 25.h3 (regaining his
sacrificed material, whilst keeping the at-
tack) 25..2bf87 (25...4xf5 26, 4xf5 &hg)
26.hxg4 Zixc4d 27.Eb7 (White is completely
winning now) 27...%2¢5 28.¢5 (winning an
exchange - sacrificing one leads to an imme-
diate win: 28 Rxg7+! &xg7 29.5xh6+)
28..hxg5 29.2xg5 @ixg6? 30.Axf6 Hxfe
31.fxgb Exg6 32.Whd 2h6 33.2f8+! 1-0
B.Savchenko-Belov, Sochi 2006.

8,0-0 5.d7 9.%e1 e6 10.¥h4g

White has played naturally, his position is
somewhat easier to play. Ponomariov now
offers to exchange queens — possibly he did
not expect Zviagintsev to acquiesce,
10...4h5

Perhaps 10...2:e8!7,

X W K
AL & A8
Adi i
CF § A
AR W
@ & 23 22
2y & A
B 8 jagee)
11.g4!

Black is fine after 1 1.¥h3 5 12.exf5 Exf5!.
11...%xh4 12.5:xh4 216

This leads to an advantage tor White, stron-
ger was simply 12...&:16.

13.4:xg6! hxgé 14.gxh5 gxh5
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The pawn on h5 is weak, a fact which
Zviagintsev’s accentuates over his next few
moves.

15.4a4 d57!

Stronger is Biicker’s suggestion of 15...&h7.
16.4d1 c4

Trying to mix it up, White is comfortable af-
ter 16...h4 17.23.

17.e5 £e7 18.dxcd d4

No fun is 18...8xa3 19.bxa3 dxc4 20.8xhS
&e7 21.8e3.

19.4¢c2

Black has some counterplay after 19.cxd4
ixd4,

19...dxc3 20.bxc3 a5 21.5a3

A timely exchange of the dark-squared
bishops.

21...8xad 22.%xa3 Hac8 23.2e2
Hanging on to his extra pawn, while keeping
the weak h-pawn on the board.

23..16

White was ready for the king march &f2-¢3
with a huge endgame advantage.

24.Dad1 Se8 25.15

more pawns are exchanged. 29.cxbb
White has a complicated win here with
29.5hxdS!  Gxed  30.8b7!  29..Hxe3
30.2:b1 Hc5 31.5e2 ed 32,9012 3204
€3 gives counterplay. 32...e3+ 32...2xb5.
33.&xe3 HeS+ 34.%13 4.xbs 35.4xb5
Hxb5 36.He1! White is a healthy passed
pawn up, but since there is so little mate-
rial on the board the win is not ‘just a mat-
ter of technique’. 36...215+ 37.&g3 &18
38.50d2 He7 39.513 Hd5 39..5c6.
40.&hd4 Sed 41,505 Hd2 42.Hci!
Gid6 42.Rxh247 43.&p3. 43.h3 SHeB
Stronger than 43..Hxa2 44.Ec7+ w&e§
45.3xh5. 44.&xh5 Hxa2 45.4g6 Had
46.Xb1 ©xd6 47.Xb8 K14 48.Ha8 Hf6+
49.%h5 £b5 50.h4 Tf4 51.2h8 4:d6?
Biicker has rightly indicated that Black can
draw here with the stalemate trap 51...%:d4
52.Bh7+ &e8 53.Hxa7 Zixe6. 52.2h7+

&e8 53.Hxa7 415 54.2h7 2:d4
@ A
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25...fxe5

Or 25...exf5 26.Oxf5 fxe5 27.Exe5 b6 and
suddenly Black’s king is in danger: 28. g5+
@h7 (28..%h8 29.Hd6 Hco 30.7h3)
29.0d6 Heo 30.2d3+ wh8 31.43b5.

26.fxe6 Hxf1+ 27.2xf1 &g7 28.4f3

b5!? Tenacious defence by Ponomariov,

55.%g6! There was a neal stalemate trap
here: 55.43g57 ixe6! 56.%xe6 Hxhd+!.
55...xe6? More tenacious  was
55..Hgd+! 56.%f6 &ixe6! when White
must find the study-like 357.h5! &f4
58.&f5! Ohd 59.4:f6+ &df (59..&f8
60.&g5 wins as well) 60.Ed7+ &cB
61.8d4! HxhS+ 62.2:xh5 &xhS 63.Egd
wapping the knight. 56.%6+ &d8
57.Ha8+ &7 58.5:d5+ 1-0
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CHAPTER 5
Igor Glek

English Opening: Chebanenko’s 3...h6
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1.c4 e5 2.g3 %6 3.282 h6!?

1.c4 e5 2.g3 716 3.2.g2 hé

This is one of the many opening ideas of the
creative  Moldovan  coach  Vecheslav
Chebanenke (who unfortunately died too
carly) — among his pupils are such well-
known GM's as Viktor Gavrikov, Dorian
Rogozenko and Viorel Bologan.

The move 3..h6 may look a bit strange, but
generally it is quite useful in the English
Openimg:

1. After a future “Zgl-f3 Bluck can play
¢3-¢4, when White does not have £:f3-g5.
2. Insome lines White cannot play &cl-g5.
3. Finally, Black is asking: “What are you
going to do'?’. For, in the case of the nalural
4.%.¢3, Black is moving the game into the
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territory of the Rossolimo Variation in the
Sicihan. Well. admittedly. with colours re-
versed and some 1.5 tempo down — but in
practice it’s very ditticult tor White to prove
an advantage!

This line became popular after my game
against M.Gurevich (Vlissingen 2002) and
has in the meantime been played by GMs like
Anand, Volokitin. Morozevich and Bologan.
[t is interesting to note that in the Sicilian
While sometimes uses similar waiting tac-
ties, hoping to proveke &:¢6. For example:
— l.ed ¢5 2.5:63 p6 3.¢3 2p7 40317 (Glek-
B.Savchenko, Moscow ch 2005).

- l.c4¢52.:52a3 (Zviagintsev-Khalifman,
Moscow ¢h-RUS 20035).



English Opening: Chebanenko's 3...h6

In my opinion, after 1.c4e52.¢3 516 3. 892
h6, there are two principal approaches:

I. 4.%¢3 £b4, simply allowing the
‘Rossolimo’ {(and hoping to make use of the
extra time}, and

II. all other moves - 4.b3, 4.a3, 4,43,
4.e4, 4.d3 etc. — avoiding the ‘Ressolimo’.

Let us look first at my game with Mikhail
Gurevich — which I lost unnecessarily —and
next I will present a small theoretical
theoretical survey.

J Mikhail Gurevich
B Igor Glek
Vlissingen 2002

1.c4 e5 2.g3 716 3.5.92 h6
So here we arc with Chcbanenko’s surpris-
ing waiting move. Gurevich decides to allow
Black’s main idea, but his subsequent fol-
low-up with 5.e3 is harmless.

4.4¢3 £b4 5.e3?! 4xc3 6.bxcd 0-0
7.%e2 Be8
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A useful move which prepares ...ed. No
good was the immediate 7...e4”?! because of
B.f3 ext3 9.8.x1f3 &icé 10.d3 e5 11.4g2.
Interesting is Gurevich’s suggestion of
7..c6!?, planning 8.0-0 d5 9.cxd5 cxdS
10.£a3 Ze8 1 1.d3 &.¢6 and Black is already
slightly better. White should probably play

e

8.2a3!7intending 8...He8 9.&44d6 Heb 10.¢5
&8 11.5h3.

8.e4 c6 9. ¥b3 b6

Alsoplayableis 9...56 10.0-0&ic5 11.Wc2
d5 12.exd3 ¢xdS 13.cxd5 @xd3 14.d4 exdd
15.cxd4 &:a6 16.%h3 iac7,

10.0-0 2a67!

This looks impressive, but now I would pre-
fer the simple 10...2b7 when | believe that
Black is already better -~ not bad for an ope-
ning surprise! 11.¢5 (11.d3 45, and ) |.Rd!
(Gurevich) is met by 11...d5 12.cxd5 exd5
13.exd5 %xd5 14.82xd5 Wxd5 15.¥xds
GxdSF):

— 11..%5a6 12.cxbb (12.843 Gurevich
12..85xc5! 13.&xc5 £a6 14.8d6!7 Sxe2
15.Hfel with compensation, planning
16.d4) 12..axb6 13.d3 d5, or 13..%5c5
14.¥c2 ds.

— 11..d5 12.exdS cxd5 13.cxb6 axb6 14.d3
%26 15.Rd! ed 16,4314 g5 17.dxed gxfd
18.exd5 Se2 19.5xf417 (19.2d4 is met by
19..F3) 19..&xd| 20.2xd| &g7F.
11.Be1 d5 12.exd5

The idea was 12.cxd5 §d3.

12...cxd5

Deserving of attention is 12...2b7 13.dxch
Zxch 14.Wc2 ed 15,6014 &e5.

13.cxd5 ¥c8!?

Intending 14...&c4 or 14.. W4,

After 13..%bd7!? White must choose be-
tween 14.5a3 and 14.¢4, Let's analyse:

® 14423

— 14...e4 (Gurevich) 15.%a4 (15.5:d4 %ieS
16.d6 Wd72) 15...8d3 16.%24 4e5 Black
has compensation.

— 14, He8 15.Wad (15.d6 &c5 16.6xc5
bxc5T) [5...&cd (15..24d3 16.%:¢c1) 16.d6
a5 17.¥¢2 and Black is slightly better after
both 17...b5 and 17...&¢5.

® 14.c4
— l4..e4 15.%:d4 &:e5 16.d3 (16.45h5 HeB)
16...2xd3 17.0c6 Wc7 18.Edl 2d7

19.&€2a3 £37¢5 20.¥c3 £b7 21.42d4 Hads.
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— 14..Hc8 15.d3 e4 16.dxed (16.22f4 exd3,
or 16.53d4 exd3) 16... %5 xed 17.2b2 Sxcd
18.Wd1 &df6 19.564 Hid6,

14. a4 S bd7 15.£a3 Sc4 16.d6 b5
17.Wc2 £2d5!

Worse is 17...ed 18.4:14 &e5 (18...g5 19.d3
gxf4  20.dxcd Wxcd 21.Hadl Hac8
22.8cld) 19.8xed Lxed 20.¥Wxed “’gﬂl
21.He3x.

18.5xd5 xd5 19.¥15 ©\7b6

Equal play arises after 19..c6!? 20.f4
{Here 20.Bac1 is met by 20...Had8 intending
21... @a6) 20..Wb6+ 21.d4 Hixed 22.50x¢3
Wxdd+ 23.hl Wxc3 24.Wxd7 W3+
25. &gl Wxal.

20.Wxc8 Haxc8

Black can also take back with the other rook:
20)...Hexc8!? 21.d4 (21.d3 @xc3 22.%0xc3
Exc3 23.5:b4 Hxd3 24.Hxe5 a6 equal)
2164 22.8¢5 exdd 23.cxd4 HdR
24.Bacl &xd6 25.45¢3 fxe3 26.Hxe3 fcd.
21.Hac1 Hed8 22.d3 a5!

Or 22...B2d7 23.Bed1 a6 24.$g2 &:f6.
23.Bb1 4ixc3 24.5xc3 Hxcd 25.Hxb5
Hxa3 26.%xb6

e
A4
g A i
i i
A &5
A 2 i
g
26...0xd3

In time trouble [ did not find the eusiest way
to draw: 26..f6 27.d4 exd4 28.He7 d3
29.Hbb7 d2 30.Hxg7+ £h8.

27.Exed H3xd6é 28.Exd6 Hxdé
29.Xxab

A well-known technical ending. Objectively
it is a draw, but Whitc has practical chances
of course.

29...Hd2 30.%g2

30.g4.

30...h5 3t.a4 Ha2 32.h4 g6 33.Had+
&g7 34.a5 Ha3 35.a6 16 36.Lf1
Ha2 37.&g1 &f5 38.&g2 a3 39.Ha7
Xf6

Correct was 39...f6",

40.%11 Ha2 41.sve1 &g7?
Betteris41...&e642.¢d 1 Hxf243.2b7 Ha2
44.27 Sf5 45.Bxf7+ swgd 46.Hg7 dxgl
47 Bxgb+ Lxh4 48 Bg7 $h3.

42.d1

And White won in the end.

1. White allows the Rossolimo set-up
4.%¢3 Lb4

What could be more logical than playing
4.%:¢37 After 4...5%bd there is no clear way
for White to achicve anything out of the ope-
ning. We have already seen that 5.¢3?! &xc3
6.bxc3 0-0 gives nothing special.

A) S.ed

B) 5.%c2
C) 5. %63
D) 5.8f3
E) 5.5:d5

Varlation A
5.e4 &xc3
It is also possible to play 5..%c6 6.0.ge2
2e5 7.0-0 ab 8.a3 d6 9.b4 La7 10.h3 L3dd
with about equal chances. Cekro-Jaracz,
Belgium tt 2003/04.
6.bxc3
I believe that Black is alse OK after 6.dx¢3
just like in the Rossolimo Sicilian. For ex-
ample, 6.dxc3 d6 7.%We2 66 (7...4bd7!7)
8.h3 Qe6 9.5e3 Wc7 10.b3 a5 11.ud4 &d7
12563 &5 Chelushkina-Sheremetieva,
Voishski 1989.



English Opening: Chebanenko's 3...h6

6...d6
I prefer 6...0-0 7.4e2
EReW K
Aiddi 14
a 4
i
A A
£ £y
A BNB LA
B QWd B

® 7. e’ 8.0-0¢6 9.%b3 S2a6 10.2a3 b6
11.d3 (or 11.f4 d6 12.Rael Hb8 13.d4 c5
14.fxe5 dxe5 15.d5 Hf8 16.%0c] &l 17.812
&d6 Bode-Baklan, Nordheim 2005) 11...d6
12.Eadl Wc7 13.f4 D5 1482 Lcd?
15.8¢c] £b7 16.6h3 Cekro-Glek. Vlaar-
dingen rapid 2005, and now instead of
16...b5?! it was time for 16...d5".

® 7..d68.0-0 Re69.d3 Wel 10.F4 (10.F37
c6 11.¥c2 d5 12.c5 %bd7 13.8e3 bo
Danzer-Maier, Bad Wicssee 1998) 10...&h3
1165 fixg2 12.89xg2 ¢6 13.443 (13.h3 d5)
13..%d7 14.h3 BeB 15.¢4 d5 with good
counterplay.

7.7%e2 Seb 8.d3 ¥Wd7 9.h3!

For if 9.0-0 2h3 is equal.

9.5 10f3 &a6 11.h4 0-0-0!7
12.hxg5 hxg5 13.2xg5 Hxhi+
14.£xh1 Eh8 15.&12 2h7 16.2h4 15
Black has a certain amount of compensia-
tion, and later won due to a horrible blunder
by White (in a winning position).
Macieja- Volokitin, Bermuda 2005. | believe
that Black should play 6...0-0 in this [ime.

Vartation B
5.Wc2 0-0 6.d3
Or 6,213 He8 7.0-0 e Bed d6 9.h3 ©h7
10.d3 and the players agreed a draw in

Miles-Oratovsky, Lisbon 2000.

6...He8 7.2d2 c6 8.7:13 d5 9.0-0 418
10.cxd5 cxd5 11.d4 ed 12.5e5 4igd
13.71xg4 &xg4 14.13 exf3 15.exf3
L4d7

With satisfactory play for Black in
G.James-M.D.Tseitlin. Port Erin 2004. Note
that Black easily achieved his general plan
of ..c6 and ...dS in this game.

Variation C
5.Wh3 2xc3
In a rapid game I once played 5...a5!? 6.a3
Sxc3 7. %xc3 d6 8.d3 ¢5 9.3 Gieh 10.45e2
0-0 11.0-0 We7 NN-Glek, Gouda 2002,
6.%xc3 d6 7.d3 0-0 8.4f3 He8 9.0-0
%c6 10.e4 294 11.5e3 Wd7 12.5:d2
£h3
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And Black was OK in Lehtinen-N.Pedersen,
Vammala 2005. Afier the exchange of the
bishop for the knight, Black still had reason-
able control over the dark squares (duc to his
pawns on d6, e5 and h6). Generally, setting
up a battery with bishop and queen along the
¢8-h3 diagonal is good — aiming to exchange
the fiancheuto bishop.

Variation D
5.3 Zxc3
Playable is 5...e417, as 6.8d4 &x¢3 7.dxc3
0-08.0-0 Ee8 9.b3 d6 is equal.
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6.dxc3

The alternative is 6.bxc317 d6 (6...e4 7.&3d4
0-0 8.0-0 d6 — 8...d5 9.cxd5 Wxd5 10.d3 -
9.d3 HeR) 7.d4

EAeWd X
F Y 44
A 4 4
F 3

2y i

A A
A ABLA
H QWD ot
~ 7..20bd7 8.c5 e4 9.45:d2 dxeS (9..e3
10.fxe3 dxc5 11.0-0 0-0 12.85c4; 9. We7
10.cxd6 cxd6 |1.Wc2 d5 12.c4; 9..d5
10,0-0 0-0 11.c4) 10.2:xe4 xed 11.8xed
0-0 12.0-0 He8 13.£g2 cxdd l4.cxdd is
slightly better for White.
— Playable is 7...We7'? 8.c5 e4 9.cxd6 cxdh
10.%:d2 0-0 11.0-0 Zic6 12,8243 &15.
— 7..e4'? 8.5d2 We7 9.Wc2 (9.5f1 0-0
10.8%3 ¢5) 9..2f5 (better than 9..e3
10.£x¢3 0-0 1 1.c4, or Y...0-0 10.52xed Z:xed
[ W xed Wxed 12.5.xcd He8 13.£3) 10.4:4]
0-0 11.%3e3 Solleveld-Glek, Netherlands tt
20X)2. And now Black should have played:
11..52g6 12.2bl (12.24 We6) 12...c5 13.d5
b6 14.0-0 £bd7.
6..d6 7.0-0 ‘c6 8.2.e1 2Le6 9.b3
Wd7 10.e4 0-0-0
The position is about equal.
11.4¢2 h5 12.43?! h4 13.%.e3 ©hS
14.%e1 hxg3 15.hxg3 g6
The alternative was Xh7, but in any case
Black is doing fine here (he later Jostdue 1o a
blunder). Hulak-Bologan, Ohrid 2(K)1. So
again, Black had no trouble after the ex-
change on ¢3, developing with ...5.c6 and
... Wd7. It is noteworthy that Black can even
consider queenside castling.

Y
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Variation E
5.52:d5 2e7!?
Also not bad is 5...£2xd5 6.cxdS 0-0 and
now:
— 7.nf3 HeR 8.0-0 ¢6 9.Wb3 WaS 10.a3
L8 11.dxc6 &ixeh 12.d3 d5 and Black was
slightly better in Bursieinas-Gavrikov,
Vilnius 2000.
— 723 c6 8.Wb3 £a5 9.2 d6 100-0 c5
11.d4 &:d7 [2.¥c2 b5 13.dxeS GixeS 14.14
&:d7 15.2d2 2b6 16.e4 He8 17.%h1 £b7
18.g4 £xd5 19.exd5S Hxe? C.Hunsen-
Bruzon, Skanderborg 2(K)5.
6.%:13 d6 7.0-0 0-0 8.d3
The final chance for 8 &*xe7+.
8..°xd5 9.cxd5 ¢5 10.dxcé xcé
11.a3 a5 12.£d2d5

K oW K&
F 3 21
A i
4 F Y
A QARGR
o WIED

Black has achieved his aim once again.
13.Ec1 a4 14.6c3 d4 15.ie1 Qeb
16.Hxc6 bxcé 17.%xe5 c5! 18.%:¢c6
We7 19.5xe7+ Wxe7 20.2.xa8 xad
With cxcellent compensation in Cekro-
Glek. Hellevoetsiuis rapid 2004. So, avoid-
ing the exchange on c3 after 4...5b4 with the
semi-active 5.23d5 gives nothing either.
Black may either take ondS, or play 5... 2.¢7
as 1 did.

Il. White’s 4th move alternatives
Now what uselul moves docs White have
apart from 4.%:.¢3?
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6.¥Wb3 &Hic6! 7.d5 Hd4 B.¥d1 Sxc3+
9.bxc3 4:f5 10.13 ¥We7 11.fxe4 /1d6!

) S X
ALAAAWaa
4 4 4
A
A A
A A
il ALAA
E o¥d X

12.5a3 Webs 13.Wd3 %idxed 14.Kc1
d6 15.413 We7 16.0-0 0-0 17.5)d2
Zxd2 18.%xd2 HeB 19.e4 5.g4

And Black was better in T. Christensen-
Glek, Rethymnon 2003

Variation D
4.e4!? &c5 5.%e2 %c6 6.h3 d6 7.d3
a6 8.7bc3 Eb8
This looks like a good method to fight
against the ‘Botvinnik Wall".
9.0-0 b5 10.:d5 %.d4
Or simply 10...0-0.
11.5e3 00
Here 11..c6 12.5xf6+ Wxf6 [3.cxhS
Hxb5!? or 13...cxb5 is also playable.
12.8.xd4 exd4 13.b4 2a7
And here the alternative is 13..&xdS
14.bxcs %3 15.41x¢3 dxed.
14.Hc1 Se8 15.cxb5 axb5 16.¥b3
£2.d7 17.Wb2 c6 18..0df4 22¢7 19.Hc2
White cannot take the pawn of coursc:
19.5xd4 W16 20.2:0e2 Zich,
19...c5 20.21c1 g5!?
Play is also unclear after 20...5e6.
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21.4h5 Gie6 22.g4

The aliernatives are: 22.e5 dxeS 23.bxc5
We7 24.c6 fek 25.p4, and 22.bxcS dxch
23.e5.

22.16 23.2eg3 Le8 24.Wal b6
25.bxc5 Sxc5 26.Wb2 $h8 27.2f1
Wa5 28.f4 Wc3! 29.f5 Wxb2 30.2xb2
8 and Black won the ending in Romero
Holmes-Morozevich, Plovdiv Ech-tt 2003,

Variation E
4.5:f3 ed 5.2:d4 &b
This is stronger than 5...d5. when White has
wo good options:
— 6.d3 dxcd 7.dxed &b+ 8.5%¢3 0-0 9.0-0
¢610.43c2 5 1 1. Wxd8 HExds 12.2e3 and
the ending is preferable for White,
Stefansson-Mitkov, Lisbon 2000.
- 6.cxd5 WxdS 7.4:b3 Wd8 8.3 £159.0-0
£p610.d3exd3 1 1.2xb7 &:bd7 12.exd3 Se7
13.55a5 @cS 14.%c6 and White won in
Paunovic-Ramiro Ovejero, Ortigucira 2004,
6.2¢c2 7ve5
Conveniently attacking the c4-pawn.
7.d3 exd3 8.exd3 ie7 9.5e3 dé
10.d4 egd 11.5¢2 Sh7 12.h3 Gigté
13.45¢3 0-0 14.52e3 ZeB 15.0-0 4.8
Ghaem Maghami-Komhakoy, Moscow 2000,



CHAPTER 6
Adrian Mikhalchishin

The Romanishin Gambit
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1.53 )6 2.c4 e6 3.¢3 ab 4.5.g2 b5!

This line was devised in the 1970s, when the
Lvov Chess School — founded by Leonid
Stein — became one of the leading schools
in the USSR. The best-known cxponents
of this school (after Stein’s death at the age
of 38) Alexander Beliavsky and Oleg
Romanishin won various medals in USSR
Championships.

It wus Oleg Romanishin who introduced a
new strategy (in fact a modernised version of
an Alekhine strategy, onc that later was fur-
ther developed by Kasparov) — a positional
pawn sacrifice in the opening (not a tradi-
tional gambit for quick development). One
of Romanishin’s inventions is:

1.%7f3 416 2.c4 e6 3.3 a6 4.0g2 h5

However, 4.Zic3 is a serious alternative, so 1
will first show you how Black gains satisfac-
tory play after 4...d5.

4.%2¢3 d5
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5.cxd5

Here transposing into a Catalan Opening
with 5.d4 is not very good for White, After
5..dxc4 White has trouble regaining the
pawn:

— 6.%3e5 b5 7.5g2 Ha7 8.ad bd 9.75a2 &b7
10.0-0 Sixg2 11.%xg2 $ic6 with an excel-
lent game, Loginov-Aseev, Berlin 1992,

— 6.8g2 b5 7.a4 b4 8.0bl £b7 9.0-0 ¢35
10.¥c2 &d5 11.2d] ‘6 and White has no
compensation for the pawn. l.Sokolov-
Nikolic, Sarajevo 1987.

5...exd5 6.d4

Possible here is 6,222 8¢7 (not the blunder
6..d4?7 which loses after 7.Wad+ &6
8.&xd4) 7.0-0 0-0 8.d4 c6 9.%0e5 Lbd7
10.0xd7 2xd7 11.%b3 b5 12.4g5 a5
13W¢2 Hc8 and Black has excellent
chances, Spiridonov-Romanishin, Yerevan
1989,

6...4d6 7.5.g2 0-0 8.0-0

KAfW Xe
ii A4
4 L a
A
A
2 DA
A A ABLA
E W H&
8....obd7

Quite good is also 8...Ke89.£¢g5 c6 10.Wd3
{:bd7 11.c4 dxed 12.8xe4 2¢7 13.3fel hé
14 &xf6 2xf6 15.2x16+ &xfo 16.Hxe8+
Wxed 17.He] WdR and White had nothing in
the game Villamayor-Zeicic, Elista Olym-
piad 1998,

9.2f4

White gains nothing either after 9.5¢5 c6
10.Wc2 He8 11.Hfel hé 12.804 axf4
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13.gxf4 &8 14.5%5 Ggd! 15.e3 Whe
16.53 Wh5 17.%e2 We6!, Espig-Luther,
Glauchau ch-DDR 1987.

9..4xf4 10.gxf4 ©h6 11.2e5 &f5
12.He1 &ed 13.e3 2xe3 14.Hxc3 c6
15.&h1 6 16.2f3 7:c4 17.2h4 5:d6
And Black was fine in Nogueiras-Nikolic,
Havana 1987.

1.513 %116 2.c4 e6 3.g3 a6 4.:2g2 b5!
Now I called this line the Romanishin Gam-
bit, but this needs some explanation per-
haps. Black's 3..a6 and 4..b5 really do
constitute a gambit after 5.%:d4 — when
Black will lose a pawn on the queenside.
Black gets a lot of compensation though. In
the Volga Gambit Black is satisfied with the
open a- and b-files. In the Romanishin
Gambit Black will on top of that get a domi-
nant central position. Black’s position in
the centre is so strong that accepting the
gambit is in fact by no means White's most
popular responsc. In the course of this arti-
cle we will investigate:

A) 5.0-0
B) 5.b3
C) 5.4d4

Variation A
5.0-0 bxc4
Also interesting is Murey-Van der Wiel,
Lyon 1988, which went instead: 5..6b7
6.%'b3 &ic6 (6...b4!7) 7.d3 bxed R.dxed Bb&
9.Hd]l Lc5 1043 &dd 11.80xd4 Rxg2
12.%ad Obd 13.%u5 Lxcd 14.xg2 Axdd
15.%xa6 Hc6.
6.%ad 4b7 7.%xc4
Weaker is 7.7:e57! £xg2 8.50xp2 ¢5 9.%:a3
2e7 10.42axcd 0-0 11.d3 ¥cT 12.8d2 as!
13.f4 d6 14.2:3 2:¢6 with an excellent game
for Black. Webb-Romanishin, Hastings
1976/77.
7...c5
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Black has succeeded in exchanging his
b-pawn for White's c-pawn — thus gaining
influence in the centre. Moreover, unlike in
so many Catalan positions he has managed
to oppose his bishop on the main diagonal.
Clearly, Black is OK, a verdict that was
borne out in practice:

— 8.b3 &e7 9.4b2 0-0 10.d4 d5 (also play-
able are 10..5xf3!7 11.6x13 d5 12.%d3
et and 10...cxd4 11 . ¥Wxd4 Zc6) 11, 8d3
&bd7 12.60¢3 a5 13.Bac! %ed and Black
has an excellent game, Fioramonti-Pelletier,
Switzerland 1999.

— B.4ic3 HeT (8..d5!7 9.WH3 WeB) Ged
0-0 10.d3. Now, 10..9%6 [l.e5 4£dS
12.xdS exd5 13.¥ed! was played in
Gofstein-Mikhalchishin, Leningrad 1976,
when 13..f5! 14.exf6 &xf6 would have
given Black a good gume. Instead of
10...5¢6 Black can also continue 10..d5
L Lexd5 exd5 [2.¥b3 5c6,and | 3.¥xb7?is
not possible on account of 13...%2a5 trapping
the queen.

<

Ewc%
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Varlation B
5.b3
Strangely enough, this modest continuation
has set Black practical preblems. We will in-
vestigate two lines:

Bl) 5..¢5
B2) 5..8b7

Variation B1
5...¢5 6.51c3 Wa5
Also playable is 6... b6 with the following
examples:
- 7.3 8b78.We2 2069.0-08e710.d40-0
11.2h2 b4 12.%5a4 &xad 13.bxad Lich
14.55d2 Eac8 15.d5 exdS 16.cxd5 &as
17.Hacl HeR! with a satisfaciory game
for Black, Filippov-G.Giorgadze, Bugojno
1999.
— 7e4 Lb7 8We2 &6 9.0-0 fd4!
10.5xdd cxd4 11.4:d] d6 and Black is
slightly beiter, Tratar-Zelcic, Pula 2001,
~ 7.4 26 B.e5 g4 9.0-0 £b7 10.We2 h5
11h3 2h6 12.cxb5 axbs 13.¥xb5 Wc7
14.¥e2 &5 15.43b5 Wb6 16,462 2ab with
compensation, Stohl-Wells, Austria 2000/01.
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White cannot expect any advantage wilh
castling. For example, 7.0-0 &£b7 B.&h2
Sic7 9Wc2 (after 9.d3 00 10.¥d2,
Damljanovic-Romanishin,  Vrsac 1989,
10...%¢6 weuld have led to an equal game)
9...55¢6 10.43 bxcd! | L.bxed Zb8 12.¢3 0-0
1392 h6 14.h3 We? 15.4:64 d6 16.Habl
(Ribli-Romanishin, Altensteig 1992) and
now 16...2a8 would have equalised.
7...Ha7 8.cxb5 axb5 9.a4 2b7 10.0-0
Sxg2 11.&xg2 d6 12,2213 b7
Completing a remarkable manoeuvre.
13.¥¢c2
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13...8e7

Also possible is 13..bxad 14.bxad Qe7
15.8b2 0-0 16.%3b5 &2bd7 17.d4 Ec8 witha
good game for Black, Vaganian-Nikolic,
Reggio Emilia 1987/88.

14.2b2 bxad 15.bxad 0-0 16.2b5
d5!?

An improvement over a previous game.
17.2e5 Wa6 18.2fb1 4bd7 19.d3
Hces

And Black had no problems in Stangi-
Romanishin, Dortmund 1991].

Variation B2
5..4b7

6.0-0

® White gets no advantage after 6.%:a3 b4
7.%¢2 ¢5 8.a3 a5 9.0-0 %&e7 10.4b2 00
11.d3 (Hjartarson-Kuligowski. Lone Pine
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1984) and here 11...5%c6 would have given
Black a good game,

@ A serious altemnative for 6.0-0 is 6.&0¢3.
Now Black is slightly worse after 6...bxcd
7.bxcd ¢35 8.8Ebl £c69.0-0 £¢7 10.8el 0-0
1}.e4, Dizdarevic-Cebalo, Budva 1986,
While 6...c6 is interesting, The game Ga-
briel-Aronian, Batumi Ech-it 1999, went:
7.0-0 £e7 8.d4 0-0 9.¢c5 d6 10.cxd6 £xd6
11.45e5 b6, Black’s main move is 6...b4
when the lines fork after 7.%a4:

X Wed K
244 1414
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& e85 & &Q&
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- 7..d6 8.0-0 &3bd7 9.d4 fe7 10.4b2 (or
105el fSxg2 11.9%g2 0-0 12.d5 exdS
13.cxdS Zed 14.8e3 26 15.Hcl &bb
16.£2xb6  cxb6  17.Hc¢6  b5F, Granda-

Romanishin. Moscow 2003) 10...0-0 11.&d3

a5 12.8b2 ¢5 13.e3 Wh6 1444 HfJ8,
Kasparov-Korchnoi, Brussels blitz 1987,

— 7..d5'? B.cxd5 £xdS! 9.0-0 2e7 10.d3

0-0 11.¥c2 @bd7 12.¢4 £b7 13.h3 5
14.82¢3 Zc8 15.8ac] b6 16.41xb6 Wxbo
7.%5¢5 2fd8 18.f4 a5 19.g4! with somewhat

the belter game for White, Pigusov-
Romanishin, [rkutsk 1986.

6..c5

Here 6...2e7 7.£33 b4 transposes into pre-
vious variations.

7.4:¢3

The plucid 7.d3 Ge7 8.e3 0-0 9.2 &ich
10.2b2 d5 11.5:6d2 ¥be 12.Habl Hfd8
13.a3dxcd 14.bxcd bd! 15.axb4 Z:xb4 16.d4
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aS is not dangerous for Black, Alburt-
Romanishin, New York 1989.

Much more serious is 7.2b2. After 7...8e7
8.4%a3 gains nothing. Bagirov-Romanishin,
Manila Olympiad 1992, continued: 8...bxc4
9.&xc4 d5 10.%5¢ce5 0-0 11.d4 &bd7
12.dxc3 @1xe5 13.8d4 Siced 14.Wad Wed!
Black has an excellent game.

So after 7.2b2 £e7 White should continue
with the logical 8.%:c3. After 8...bxc4 (here
8...Wb6 transposes into previous variations,
while 8..d5!7 9.d4 dxc4 10.bxcd cxdd
11.5xd4 Sixg2 12.8xg2 b4 is very interest-
ing) 9.bxcd &ic6 practice has vindicated
Black’s opening concept:

— 10.d3 0-0 11.Z2e57 &ixe5 12.8xb7 Hb8
13524  &©xcdF, Adamski-Romanishin,
Kiev 1978.

- 10.Bb] Hb8 11.2%a4 0-0 12.d3 (after
12, 82xf6?! gxf6 13.Hb6 W7 14.8b3 Has
15.%c2 f5 16.8fh1 fc6 Black is better,
Zaichik-Ivanov, Vilnius 1978) 12...2a8
13.8c3 Wc7 14.%d2 d6 15.¢3 b6 with
equality, Akopian-Romanishin, Groningen
1991.

7..%Wbé

Also not bad is 7. a5 8.e3 &e7 9.\e2
bxc4 10.bxc4 0-0 11.Ebl £c6 12.e4 d6
13.863! Ra7 14.d4 cxd4 15.0xd4 La8
16.%.e3, Akopian-Svidler, Yerevan Wch-tt
2001, and here 16..Kd7 followed by
17...£5c6 would have equalised. In my opin-
ion, 7...b4 is also good.

8.e3 fe7 9.d4

Here 9.We2 allows a typical manoeuvre:
9..&e4! 10.Lxe4 Kxed 11.8b2 (or 11.d3
£b7 12.8b2 0-0 13.d4 d6 14.dxc5 WxcS
15.cxb5 Wxb5'=, Andersson-Van Wely,
France 2002) 1l..bxc4 12.Wxc4 Wb7
13.60el £xg2 14.5xg2 0-0 15.Wg4 6 and
Black stands well, Schlosser-Aseev, Brno
1991.

9...0-0

Also interesting is 9...d6!7. Play is equal af-

ter 9..%ed 10.8€b2 0-0 1ldxc5 Wxc5
12.5ixed Rxed.

10.d5

After 10.%e2 good is 10...d5! 11.cxd5 exd5
12.dxcS &xc5 13.8d1 Re8 14.%f1 &ibd7
with equality, Bischoff-Boudre, Pau 1988,
10..exd5 11.cxd5 d6 12.ed4 Zbd7
13.0et Hfe8 14.Wc2 4f8 15.n3 gb
16.4e3 a5!

with an excellent game for Black,
Panchenko-Lugovoi, Pardubice 1997,

Variation C

5.5d4

The old adage that one can only refute a gam-
bit by accepting it, does not hold true for the
Romanishin Gambit as | hope to demonstrate
below. Black now has a sound positional ap-
proach in the form of 5...d5, and a more dar-
ing tactical variation starting with 5...c6,

Cl) 5..c6
C2) 5..d5

Variation C1
5..c6 6.cxb5 axb5 7.2:xb5S cxb5l|
8.4xa8 d5
Trapping the bishop is the point of Black's
play.
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9.Wc2

Guaining a sort of tempo. After 9.a4 Wa5
10.¥c2 £d7 11.4b7 b 12,0-0 £d6 13.d3
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¥Wa7 14.8c8 2c6 15.2e3 d4 White has ter-
rible problems with his bishop at c8,
Reis-Damaso, Lisbon 1999,

If instead 9. ¥b3 §d7 (no1 9...WaS? 10.¥c3)
10.43¢3 Wa5 11.4xd35 exd5 12.&xd5 £:xd3
13.Wxd5 Wc7 14.0-0 2e7 15.d30-016.2f4
Wc6 Black has an excellent game, although
White has a rock and three pawns for twe
pieces, Komljenovic-Zelcic, Royan 1988.
9...4d7 10.0-0

Bad is 10.2b77 fie4 11.d4 22d6F, Kohnert-
Davidovie, Dortmund 1989. In Ehren-
feucht-Adamski, Warsaw 1990, Black held
a strong initiative after 10.b3 WaS 11.4b7
£e7 12.2b2 0-0 13.8d4 b4 14.0-0 Wb5
15.%c¢7 Wxe2.

10..5e7 11.d3 0-0 12.2e3 &:g4
13.5.14 Wh6 14.h3 %16 15.5.e3 Wab
With advantage to Black, Mukhtarov-
Panchenko, Katowice 1993,

Variation C2
5...d5 6.cxb5 axb5
6...e5 is an interesting attempt: 7.5'¢6 &'xc6
8.bxc6 S5 and now:
— 9.e3 G&gd 10.£3 &h5 11.d4 £d6 12.dxes5
S xeS5 13.0-0 Bb8 with quite good counter-
play, Espig-Tischbierek, East-German
Championship, Eilenburg 1984.
-~ 9.0-0 h5! 10.e3 d4 with active play in the
centre, Manakova-Bogdanovski, Nis 1995,
7.6:xb5 c6
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8.225¢3 ¢5

§8...e5 is a different strategy: 9.d4 ed 10.52d2
h5! 11.f3 exf3 12.4:xf3 £d6 13.8¢g5 %2bd7
14.0-0 ¥b6 15, Wd2 0-0 with compensation
for the pawn, Lagunov-Murdzia, Germany
Bundesliga 1997/98.

9.0-0

After 9.4 cxd4 10.¥xd4 &ic6 11 . ¥d1 &e7
12.0-00-0 13.a3 &h7 14.5d2e5 15.8b] ed
16.2:b3 &e5 17.Wdd Zico 18.Wd1 Zes
19.%d4 Black could have taken the draw,
but decided 10 play for a win:

19,524 20.02d ] W8 2] Gg5 Bd8 22 Hdcl
W5 23.8e3 Zixe3 24.Wxe3 d4 25.4:xd4
Hxd4 26.¥xd4 2c5 and in this position
27.42d5!" would have been decisive,
Bellon-Romanishin, Olot 1975.

9...%c6 10.d3

Or 10.b3 2e7 11.2b2 0-0 12.d3 &ab
13.4:d2 B2b8 14.82b] Wa5 15.45a4 Hfcs
16.Hcl &d7 17.Bcl £b5 and Black has
compensation for the pawn, Schmidt-
Biclczyk, Augustow 1975,

10..8e7 11.e4 0-0 12.Hel 4&:b4!
13.a3 Ab7 14.exd5 %:fxd5 15.%xd5
Sxd5 16.2f1 &c6 17.5¢3 Li16
18.2b1

Bad is 18.2e3? Sxc3! 19.bxc3 WdS,
18...42d5 19.4e4 £.d4
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With enough compensation for the pawn in
Alburt-Romanishin, Leningrad ch-URS 1974.




CHAPTER 7
Dorian Rogozenko

A Spanish Surprise from Romanishin
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Facing 5. %e2 with 5...We7!?

Usually a surprise in the opening means that
one of the players chooses an unexpected
opening variation for his opponent. Every-
one experiences such a surprise every now
and then, When you are an aciive player, you
develop some sort of reaction to cope with
such a unpleasant situation. However, it is
quite rare that such a surprise turns out to be
a real shocker.

1 consider myself to be an expericnced chess
player and 1 thought it would be impossible
to surprise me in the opening to such an ex-
tent, that, for some time during the game, 1
wouldn't have a clue about what is going on.
Of course, a move like |..f5 inreply to Led
can certainly be a big surprise, but I am talk-

ing here about surprises that would turn out
to be objectively good moves. Tt happens
rarely indeed that a strong move in the ope-
ning comes as a real surprise for a grandmas-
ter. In fact. this never happened to me until
two years ago, when my opponent after 1.e4
e5 24563 &6 3.4b5 a6 4.4.a4 :f6 5. c2
suddenly played 5...%e7.

Now, 1 am talking about an Internet rapid
game, but it wasn’t bullet or blite, it was a
25-minutes rapid game with an increment
after euch move. Moreover, my opponent
was a GM as well, we had a large audience to
whom we had to explain our moves, and, so
the setting of the game was very serious. At-
ter the first quick shock — when [ saw 5. %¢c7
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on my moniior — I told myself: ‘mouse slip’,
and I thought ‘poor guy (meaning my oppo-
nent), he spoils the game because of a stupid
mouse slip’ However, already after two
moves 1 felt that something was wrong with
my position and after another three moves [
realized that Black had the advantage! My
opponentconvincingly outplayed me and af-
ter the game he said that 5...&e7 was not a
mouse slip at all (although by that time I had
worked this out for myself of course), and
that he had used it several times before in his
tournament practice. Let's take it step by
step.

1.e4 e5 2.013 £ic6 3.4b5 a6 4.Lad
%16 5. We2

By playing 5.%e2 White avoids lots of theo-
retical variations. It is often quite unpleasant
for Black to face 5.¥e?2 first of all due to the
fact that it deprives the second player from
the choice of the resulting type of positions
{(in the Ruy Lopez Black is usually the side
that determines what variation to play). For
instance, the Open Spanish is no longer pos-
sible.

With 5.¥e2 White protects pawn e4 and cre-
ates at some point the threat to take on c6 fol-
lowed by %ixe5. At the sume time 5.8 e2
prepares a positional plan: 0-0, Rfl-di,
¢2-¢3 and d2-d4. In order 10 decrease
White’s influence in the centre sooner or
later Black plays b7-b5 (usually at once —
5..b5), which gives White the additional
possibility to play on the queenside with
a2-a4 (the queen on e2 is well placed for that
purpose as well). 5. ¥e2 is a common guest
in practice. There have been thousands of
games played with it. Many strong players
have employed it, such as, for instance,
Anund, Kamsky, J.Polgar and Smirin. At
present, the main advocate of this move on
the highest level is Tiviakov.

After 5.%e2 White expects to get a certain
type of open position, where he would have a
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slight initiative. But, as 1 explained above,
you can surprise White with the answer
5..We7
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This strange-looking move (Black places
the queen in front of the only availabie diag-
onal for the undeveloped bishop!) was
played for the first time by Oleg Romanishin
in 1970. Later it was employed a few times
by Mikhaichishin and nowadays by Mikha-
levski. In ECO there is just a single line men-
tioning this move.

Actually, 5..%c7 contains a lot of argu-
ments in its favour. First of all, Black pro-
tects pawn e5. Secondly, with 5...We7 Black
prepares himself for White's main idea —
d2-d4 —since after ...e5xd4 the queen will at-
tack pawn e4. Moreover, since the queen left
the d-file White's plan of placing the rook on
dl loses much of its attraction. Thirdly, for
the moment Black refrains from the advance
...b7-bS5, thus not offering White the plan
with a2-a4. One apparent drawback is the
dark squared bishop on f8. However, the so-
lution is simple: Black is going to fianchetto
it, since on the long diagonal it will exert a
lot of influence on White’s pawn centre (in
case of d2-d4, of course). Surely, White can
refrain from the plan with d2-d4 and play
d2-d3 instead, but, in that case, the move
5.%¥e2 loses its sense. Moreover, in general,
White can forget about the opening advan-
tage when playing set-ups involving d2-d3.

B>
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Black will also quietly complete his
development, with an equal position.

6.0-0

Without kingside castling White cannot start
active play. The immediate 6.d47 is bad of
course: 6. Wbd+ 7.5¢3 exd4 and Black is
winning. Other moves:

@ In answer to 6.c4 Black may try 6...5d4
7.%2xd4 exd4 8.8c2 with unclear play. In
this line 8.d3?7 loses a piece to 8...Whd+,
while 8.¢5 d3 9.Wxd3 Wxe3+ is equal.
Instead of 6...4:d4 Black can also continue
his development with 6...g6. After 7.4:¢3
&g7 8.00d5 2xdS 9.exdS
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Black has two options:

— In the game Ciric-Mikhalchishin, Copen-
hagen 1991, Black obtained even chances
after 9...b5 10.&d! a7 11.d30-012.0-0ch
13.a4 bxcd l4.dxc4 cxd5 15.cxd5 2b7
16.2b3 ‘c8.

— Black would get fair compensation for the
pawn after 9...e4! 10.dxcé exf3 11.cxd7+
£xd7 12.6xd7+ &xd7 13.Wxe7+ &xe7
14.gxf3 Hads.

@ Nothing is achieved by a delayed ex-
change on ¢6. After 6.2xc6 bxch
(6...dxc6=) 7.d3 g6 8.4bd2 Lg7 9.4 c4
&hS 10.0-0 0-0 11.8g5 @et 12b4 d6
13.ha5 £d47 14.4:d2 £5 15.03 &Hf4! Black's
game was preferable in Bischoff-
Mikhalevski, Bad Endbach 1995.

Finally, 6.c3 g6 (or6...d6 7.0-0 g6 8.d4 £d7)
7.0-0 (7.d4 exd4 8.0-0 2g7) 7...2g7 trans-
poses to the main line.

6...96 7.c3

@ Let'sinvestigate the straightforward 7.d4
&xd4 8.%:xd4 exd4 9.e5

il K
AAAWa &
F 3 Al
£3
£ F

AU ATTWE A
= {ayel Jugfee)

— Now, according 10 Mikhalchishin, bad is
9...8¢g7 in view of 10.£g5 h6 11.He) hxgs
12.exf6 Gxfo 13.Wf] 2e5 14.f4 and the
Slovenian GM asscsses this position in
Chess Informant 31 as winning for White,
However, there must be some confusion,
since after the obvious 14..gxf4 Black is
three pawns up. His next moves are most
likely ... &f8 and ...d6, after which itis White
who should resign, since Black consolidates
the position and remains with extra material:
15.%5d2 &8 16.463 d6 17.8b3 2gd
18.Hadl He8—+. Therefore, given the fact
that after 9...4:d5 White has a possibility to
improve - see 1 1.8f3 — [ think that 9...&¢7
is in fact a better move than 9...&3d5 which
we will examine now.

- 9..4:d5 10.2b3 b6 11.¢3 (I believe that
in order to fight for an advantage White must
use his lead in development. For that pur-
pose he should play 11.Wf3, creating the
threat 12.#¢g5. Black must answer 11...h6,
but such a move is un achievement for
White. Only practice will show if White is
able to use his lead in development and
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achieve an advantage here) [1..d6
(11..dxc3 12.5xc3 £¢g7 13.a4 a5 14.&e3
0-0 15.521b5 gave White very good compen-
sation for the pawn in Vouldis-Frendzas,
Chania 1995).

In practice, Black has been doing well from
this position. In Sirikovic-Flear, Elgoibar
1994, Black took over after 12.Hel dxeS
13.cxd4 227 l4.dxe5 0-0 15.5¢c3 GLeb=
16. 9137 £xb3 17.axb3 c6 18.8e3?! Hid7
19.Wh3 %£ixe5 20,4206 Wa7+.

While something similar occurred in
Gurgenidze-Mikhalchishin, Tbilisi 1980,
after: 12.cxd4 2g7 (or 12...dxe5 13.¥xeS!
WxeS 14.dxe5 &g7 15.f4 2e6=) 13.40c3
dxe5 14.dxeS £eb 15.8¢3 (play is equal af-
ter {504 0-0 16.4e3 £xb3 17.axb3 f6
18.2xb6 cxb6 19.e6 5 Mikhalchishin)
15...5xb3 16.axb3 Wxe5! (better than
16...0-0=) 17. %13 0-0-0 Black took over the
initiative and won later on.

The alternatives for 7.¢3 and 7.d4 really will
not hurt Black. [ will cite a few examples:
@ 7.8xc6 bxe6 8.d4 cxdd4 9.Hel g7
10.5g5 Wbd 11e5 &dS 12.8bd2 0-0
13.51b3 He8 14.a3 W8 15.Wcd h6 16.8.d2
b6 17.¥xd4 d6 Black has a slight edge al-
ready. which increased after 18.Wb4? dxeS
19.¥a5 Wd6 20.4b4 Wd5 Beulen-Flear.
Antwerp 1994,

® 743 &g7 8.4c¢3 4dd 9.6xd4 exdd
VLand] 0-0 11,55 d5 12.e5 Web 13.2xf6
2xf6 14.f4 Lg7 15.c3 dxc3 16.bxc3 d4
{16...f6 17.d4 fxe5 18.fxe5 - 18.dxe5? g5+ -
18... Hxf1+ 19.Wxf! b5 20.£b3 8d7 equal)
17.5b3 Wo6 18.c4 ¢5 19.02 2d7 with
even chances in Schula-Mikhalevski,
Pardubice 1996.

® 7Hel £g7 8.3 0-0 9.4d5 @xd5
[{lexd5 Wbd! 11.£xc6 bxc6 12.dxe6 d5
13.¢3 Wde 14.d4 ed 15.5e5 f6 16.5:d7
£.xd7 17.cxd7 Wxd7 18.c4 f5 Black's game
is slightly preferable. Jovanovic-Blehm,
Patras 1999,
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@ In the above-mentioned game of mine I
played 7.5:c3 and after 7.,.4:d4
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Black had at least equul prospects. Black’s
queen is well placed on e7, while White's
qucen is misplaced on e2! The game contin-
ved: 8. We3 c519.d3b5 10.2b3 £b7 11.20el
:xb3 12.axb3 Sg7 13.f4 exfd 14.Wxf4 d5
with a clear edge for Black. Rogozenko-
Mikhalevski, worldchessnetwork.com 2004,
7..297

A reasonable aliernative is 7...d6. Now the
quiet 8.d3 gives nothing after 8..&g7
9.4:bd2 2d7 10.2e} 0-0. In Masyagutova-
Bezgodova, Serpukhov 2004, Black gained
a pleasant edge after 11.6:f17 &d4!
12.4xd4 2xad 13.2:63 &d7.

After 8.d4 £.d7 practice has seen:

- 9.4pS £g7 10.45bd2 h6 11.82h4 exdd
[2.54xc6 (not 12.cxdd? g5 13.4g3 bS
14.5b3 gd4—+) 12..bxc6 13.cxd4 g5
14. 63 45h5 15.%d30-0 Black was prefera-
ble in Amin-Sarwat, Cairo 2003,

— 9.d5 £:b8 10.8.c2 £g7 11.¢4 a5 12,833
Z1a6 (the position is equal) 13.%5¢10-0 14,23
G5 15.Hbl ad 16.5:d3 &xd3 17.Wxd3
&hS 18.%d] WeR 19.2e3 5 20.f3 b6
21.%e2 and the draw was agreed in this
King's Indian type of position. Dovliatoy-
Zulfugarli. Azerbaijan ch 1999.

8.d4

The best continuation. [f 8.Hel, then per-
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fectly justified is the plan 8...d6 9.d4 &d7,
with approximate cquality.

In the game Kruppa-Mikhalevski, Yerevun
1997, Black went for the sharper 8...0-09.d4
exdd 10.cxd4 Wb4 11.¥d) d5 and after
complications an approximately equal end-
game arose: 12.e5 0ed 13.a3 Wa5 14.4bd2
&xd2 15.2xd2 Wbo 16.h3 Gixd4 17.6xd4
Wxd4 18.£b4 Wxd1 19 Baxdl Bd8 20.5e7
Se6 21.Lxd8 Hxd8 with compensation for
the exchange.

8...exd4 9.e5

Black is better after 9.cxd4 Wxed 10. & xed4+
&ixed 11 Hel d5 12403 Seb 13.45:xc4 dxed
14.Bxed (-0-0.

9...d3!

Black has to play this timely advance.

- 9..b37! 10.£.c2 (White also develops an
initiative after 10.2b3 d3 11.Wd] &gd
12.6g5 We5 13.55bd2)y 10..d6 11.ex(6!?
Wxe2 12.fxg7 g8 13.Rel Wxel+ 14.0xe]
and While is better.

~ 9..%d5 is also not enough. In the game
Stepovaia Dianchenko-Demina, Sochi 1987,
Black was victorious in the end, but White's
play can be improved more than once:
10.5b3 b6 11.8¢g5 WS 12.cxdd Lxdd
13.%:xd4 Wxd4 14.2d1 Wc5 15,4302 (Here
[5.8cl WaS 1693 0-0 17.8e7 just as
1523 0-0 16.43d5 £3xd5 17.8xd5 Wbo
18.Hcl promise White a better game)

15..0-016.5f3Wb5 17.2d37(17.Wc2 Wco
18.Hacl with compensation) 17..d35
18.exd6 £15! 19.He? Wxe2 20.Hxe2 cxdod
21.Hd1 d5 and Black had superior chances.
10.%d1

After 10.8xd3? Black simply takes the
pawn: 10...&xe5 1.5 xeS WxeS with a clear
edge.

10...5e4

Dangerous is 10..&5g4: 11.h3 (11.8&xc6
dxc6 12.h3 Zixe5 — 12...%:06 1 3. Wxd3E - is
the same as |1.h3; interesting is 11.82g5)
Il..2gxe5  (11...2h6 12.4g5 Web
13.2b3+—) 12.4xch dxeb 13.5xe5 &xes
14.Hel &xh3 15.gxh3 0-0-0. Here Black
might have sufficient play for the knight, but
itis clear that White's position contains a lot
of resources after 10...%g4.
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11.b4?

Ubilava wanis to take away the c5 square, but
in this sharp position this is too slow. Cortect
is 11.Hel! &ic§ 12,2g5! We6 (perhaps
12..W18 with unclear play) 13.5f6! (or
13.6xc6 first) 13..0-0 (not 13..4%xad
14.2xg7 @xb2 15.d2 Hg8 16.4f6+)
14.2xg7 dxg7 15.5xc6 Wxch (better than
15...dxc6 16.b4 £3d7 17.8xd3 with anice ini-
tiative) 16.b4 &ie6 | 7. Wxd3 Black must still
complete his queenside development, there-
fore White’s prospects look slightly prefera-
ble. However, with accurate play Black is
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able to equalize: 17...2d8! (White holds the
initiative after 17..f6  [8exfo+ Hxf6
19.4bd2 d6 20.c4) 18.4bd2 (18.5:d4
Wxg2+! 19.50xg2 &Ofd+ 20.0g3 Sxdl
21.He3 &:b2 and the knight escapes) 18...d6
19.%We3 (19.exd6 Wxd6 20.Wxd6 Hxd6 is
equal) 19..dxeS 20.4xe5 Wd5 21.4:b3 f6
2663 (2254 WgsS) 22..Wd3 23.5:fd4
Wxe3 24.Uxed £:xd4 25.5xd4 &8 26.Hael
Kd7 with equal chances in the ending.
11...50xe5 12.2e1 15 13.814
Alternatively, {3.%xc5 &xeS 14.13 is insuf-
ficient because of

K & @& X
AAAW F 3
A i
24
24 A
ARITA
A4

A
EHOQWE &

14...Wh4 (also good is 14...c6 15.fxe4 fxed
followed by 16..d5) 1583 2xg3 16.hxg3
Wxg3+ 17.%h| when Black has at least per-
petual, but he cun play for more with
17...b5L,

13...5c4 14.5fd2

White had more chances to escape after
14.Wxd3 £b2 15.Wc¢2 Txud 16.Wxad, al-
though his compensation for the pawn is not
enough.

14...%b2 15.Wb3 7 xad 16.%xa4 0-0
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The tactics work out well for Black. His ad-
vantage is huge. The game Ubilava-Roma-
nishin, Sukhumi 1970, continued:

1743 4ic5! 18.Wd1 %eb 19.8xc7 dé
20.2b6 2.d7 21.%.c4 Zaed

Black has completed his development, while
White's forces on the queenside remain out
of play.

22.2¢7 Wh4 23.7:xd6 xc7 24.%5 xe8
ExeB 25.Exe8+ (xe8 26.Wxd3 WWel+
27. WM We3+ 28.&h1

Losing is 28. 8127 Wcl+ 2911 Wb2,
28...5b5 29.¥Wd1 7e6

Black is winning.

30.72a3 Wxc3 31.%c2 Wd3 32.Hct
Wxd1+ 33.Ixd1 &ad 34.Nd2 Gc3
35.012 &f7 36.a3 h5 37.0e3 4d4
38.He2 4b5 39.Ze1 £b2 40.Eb1 &d4
41.%.d5 %cd 42.7:c3 414 43.% a4 Hd3
44.%c5 sa2 45.811 Zxc5 46.bxc5
Axc5 0-1

f 3
as
63




CHAPTER 8
Tibor Karolyi

The Nadanian Attack
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Preparing ...g5

What should we do if our opponent aims to
play the Torre Attack (1.d4, 2.%f3 and
3.6g5), or the London System (1.d4, 2.3
and 3.22£4)? Do we allow him to play his next
moves almost without thinking (¢3, ¢3, 5d3,
&1hd2, 0-0 and so on)? Such positions are re-
ally solid and very hard to shake. (Think of
the solid Slav — here White has a tempo
more.) Moreover, these players often play
nothing but the London System with White,
and, conscquently, they have great experi-
ence playing against Black's main set-ups. In
this chapter [ would like to turn your attention
to a new idea for Black on the second move.
One that sprang from the fertile mind of that
original thinker Ashot Nadanian.

In Singapore the company Intchess Asia or-
ganizes chess training scssions, but some-
times pupils are given the opportunity to
play a round robin tournament against some
of the trainers. In one of these tournaments
my trainer colleague Ashot Nadanian intro-
duced a new opening in his game against one
of the other title holders. Now, we all know
Nadanian from his fantastic 5.%5a4 against
the Griinfeld (see also SOS-2, Chapter 17,
where Jonathan Rowson explains the ins and
outs of the improved Nadanian). This time
the novelty comes as early as the second
move!

After l.dd @©f6 2.4f3 Nadanian plays
2..h6!7. The move has been played. but
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Ashot is the first one who constantly follows
it up with ,..g5 whenever this is reasonable.
Should his line be called a defence or an at-
tack? I would opt for the latter. Think of the
numecrous lines where White plays an carly
g4 these days. Surely, such a bayonet move
is made to attack.

By the way, Nadanian is a pupil of Shakarov
just like Garry Kasparov was. Naturally,
Nadanian’s novelties are not so deeply ana-
lysed as Kasparov's, and they are also made
in a completely different spirit. Still, the
trainer from Baku deserves praise for letting
both players develop in theirown way. Ashot
hus enormous respect for Shakarov, not only
as a trainer, but as a kind person as well.
But let's see the games! T will present three
games with the logical continuation 3.c4. In
Mascarinas-Nadanian White played 3.b3. It
is in the notes to this game that I have una-
Iysed all 3rd move alternatives for 3.c4.
Please note that T have used some of
Nadanian's blitz games on the ICC (Internct
Chess Club) — his handle is Sergirina.

O Rico Mascarinas
B Ashot Nadanian
Singapore 2005

1.d4 16 2.413 h61? 3.b312

The experienced Filipino international mas-
ter makes an interesting decision, He doesn't
want to refute the opening. he just wants to
get a playable position. Black’s second
move shows that his dark-squarcd bishop
will almost certainly be developed to g7. So
White starts opposing it on the long diago-
nal. Most probably Mascarinas had in mind
that in a King's Indian-like position Black is
likely to play for ...e5 or for ...c5. In casc of
the latter the bishop stands well on b2. While
in the first casc the bishop may well succeed
in stopping ...e5 completely.
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We will deal with 3.c4 in the next games.
However, since there are virtually no serious
games with 2..hé, I should like to demon-
strate the reader the rich possibilities after
some of the 3rd move alternatives:

® 3.2f4 White plays the London System
all the same. Black has two reasonable res-
ponses:

— 3..d64.e3(4.h3 g55.2h2 g7 6.e3 &f5
7.5.d3 ¥d7 and Black achieved what he was
aiming for: a double-edged playable
middlegame) 4..g5 5.8g3 &ed 6.8d3
2xg3 7.hxg3 Lp7 8.5'bd2 &6 9.We2 e5
10.dxe5 %:xeS Black is very much in the
game because of his strong dark-squared
bishop.

- 3..p5 483 &ed 5.2e5 (after 5.2bd2
&xg3 6.hxg3 £g7 7.e4 d6 8.4.d3 e6 9.¢3
We7 10.We2 £2:d7 11.0-0-0 b6 Black’s posi-
tion is very flexible) 5...t6

EasWep X
Aidia

6.8d3 (or 6.82g3 Lg7 7.e3 d5 B.&d3 &5
9.dxe5 Zixg3 10.£g6+ Te7 11.hxg3 fxes
and Black is not worse) 6...d5 7.4g3 and
now Black can go after the bishop at once
with 7... h5. In case of 7...c5 8.dxc5 Lab
9.%c3 WaS 1(L%d4 ©bd the position is
highly complicated.

® 3.%:c3d5 (with3...g5 Black cantry a Pirc
like Nadanian: 4.e4 d6 5.8e3 %g7 6.£e2,
but | prefer White here) 4.2f4 and now:

— 4.g5 5.8e5 %ch {or 5...5g7 6.e4 dxcd
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7.@xe4 &bd7 8.&:xf6+ exfh 9.4¢3 0-0 and
Black will soon play f5) 6.e3 215 7.8b5
27 Black is again in the game.

— 4..e65.Wd3 £d66.£xd6cxd6 and Black
is not worse.

— 4..5f5 5.e3 e6 6.8d3 4xd3 7.9xd3 c6
B.e4 &b4 9.e5 Ded and Black's position is
safe,

® 3.23 g5 (Black can stick to Nadanian's
idea. However, with the natural 3..d5!?
Black can transpose to a well-known Réti. In
this particuluar set-up many prefer to play an
early ..h6, making room for the light-
squared bishop, as in the variation 4.292 c6
5.0-0 &f5) 4.892 897 S5.c4 (or 5.h4 g4
6.60e5 d6 7.22d3 Dc6 8.d5 Le5 9.4 xe5 dxeS
10.¥d3 with a very unusual position) 5...d6
(not 5...g4 6.%5h4 d5 when the d4-pawn is
more vuinerable than usual, yet I still prefer
White here) 6.55¢3 &bd7 (6...24 7.4°h4 Zoch
deserves to be tested in practice) 7.e4 e5 and
now:

X oWe X
AidAa 48
A A4 &

— 8.0-0 g4 (8...0-09.2¢3 Zigd) 9.50h4 exdd
105015 dxed 1. &ExgT+ $M8 12.%465 Le5
when the position is messy.

- 8.d5 %5 9. We2 a5. Itis hard to compare
this with a normal King's Indian. Black
should be in the game, since White is far
away from the t5-square.

@ 3.h4. White can stop g5 but giving up the
gd-square 15 obviously worth more than

stopping g5. For example, 3...d6 (or 3...d5
4.4f4 &f5 5.e3 eb 6.20hd2 ¢S and Black has
a nice position) 4.£f4 g6 5.4:bd2 &7 6.e4
Fp4 7.2d3 e5 S.dxe5 dxes 9.4g3 We7
Black has obtained a fighting game.

Of course all the above lines are speculation
on my part; it will be interesting to see in
which way theory will develop.

3..g5 4.4b2 &g7 5.4bd2

KA oW X
i

Aidrdirg
a
i

&
& )
ABALIAR AR
= gda =X

5..04

Black can try to handle this opening in the
Griinfeld spirit with 5...dS. After 6.e3 &5
7.t0eS %bd7 8.c4 e6 White’s advantage (if it
exists at all) is barely visible. However,
Nadanian likes to stick to his own plan — the
bayonet attack with the g-pawn.

6.2e5

White can also move the knight to the rim.
After 6.25h4 Black again can opt for the
Griinfeld or the King’s Indian set-up:

— 6..d57.e3e5(not 7...e6 8.8d3 c5 (B...b6)
9.0-0%:bd7 10.c4 when White scems 10 have
the better chances) 8.dxeS (B.Se2 exd4
9.8xd4 22¢6)8...5°h7 9.3 We7 10.h3 f.xe5
11.8xe5 WxeS and Black is not worse.,

— 6..d67.e4 2d78.4d3 £:¢69.¢3(9.0-0e5
10.d5 &'b4 11.8e2 %ifxd5 Black does all
right here) 9..e5 10.d5 (or 10.c3 exdd
1 L.exd4 ohS (it is quite unusual to play on
the long diagonal so early) 12.h3 Zif4 (again
this motif occurs unusually early) 13.gxf4
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Wxh4 14.e5 dxe5 15.dxe5 0-0-0 Black is
having a dangerously deveioped position)
10...5%e7 11.c4 when both sides have to ad-
just to the unconventional piece placement.
6...d6 7./0d3 215

Black naturally wants to stop e4, but more to
the point would have been 7...d5 with equal
chances.

8.93

With this double fianchetto White is looking
for a small but lasting advantage. More am-
bitious is 8.f3, however this gives Black a lot
of chances too. Bad is 8..d5 9.e4 dxed
10.fxed Gixed t.%xed Sxed 12.¥xgd 2g6
13.0-0-0 when White has an advantage, as
he is better developed and his structure is
preferable. However, after 8...gxf3 9.exf3
(9.gxf3 £xd3 10.cxd3 2dS 11.&c4 e6)
9...40d5 10.We2 &6 | 1.c3 Wd7 12.g4 g6
13.%e4 0-0-0 14.0-0-0 f5 Black has nice
play.

Best, however, is Nadanian's own suggestion
of 8.e4! liixed 9.%xcd fxed 10.Wxpd Lgb
11.2:f4 with a huge positional advantage.
8...h5 9.8g2 dS 10.h3!?

This stops h4. If 10.c4 then 10...h4 when the
h-pawn is annoying White.

10...45bd7 11.hxg4

Or 11.84] e6 12.6%3 fed and just like in
the game Black can sacrifice the pawn.
11...hxg4 12.2xh8+ fxh8 13.2511 eb
14.5e3 2eq

Ashot keeps playing imaginatively. There
arc several alternatives in this position. With
14...We7 Black allows the exchange on f5,
his position is resilient, but White keeps a
small edge. For example, [15.%xt5 exfS
16.c4 c6 17.%c2 and Whitc is a bit better.
After 14.c6 15.50xf5 exfS 16.c4d Zied
17.cxd5 cxd5 White's edge is small too.
Quite playable is 14...2h7 15.c4 c6 16.2e5
ZixeS 17.dxe5 £ed and Black has a good
game,

15.2xed
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15...53xeq!?

Nadanian voluntarily sacrifices a pawn for
fluent play. Naturally, 15...dxe4 was all right
as well. After 16.2f4 We7 17.Wd2 0-0-0
Black has a playable game.

16.51xg4 Wg5

Here 16..c5 17.¢3 Wc7 also gives Black
compensation for the pawn.

17.e3

Black is OK after 17.23h2. He can play
(7. WhS 18.22f1 0-0-0 19.c3 Wh| 20.We4
a:dfe 21.F4 &g7 when his pieces have a
strong grip on the position. Also fine is
17..0-0-0 18.e3 &g7 19.93 Hh8 20.5°f1
Wg6 21.0-0-0 and the Black pieces have
good control over the centre. It would be
very hard for White to do something with his
extra pawn.

17...c5 18. W13

Or 18.80geS &xeS 19.%ixe5 fixe5 20.dxeS
sve7 2183 HbhR 22.0-0-0 Hh2 Black's
counterplay is at least sufficient. Likewise,
18.a3 0-0-0 19.c4 dxcd 20.bxcd Lg?
21.¥e2 Eh8 gives Black compensation,
18...cxd4 19.exdd Wd2+ 20.&f1 Hc8
Black is craving for creativity. After
20..Wxc2 2. We2 Hc8 22.¥e3 (or 22.5%3
Exe2+ 23.¢bxe2 White can keep his posi-
tion together) 22...2:df6 23.%ge5 the posi-
tion is balanced.

21.Hc1?

White picks up the glove to keep the fight ex-

-
b
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The Nadanian Attack

citing, but keeping things ‘dry” was stronger.
With 21.23¢3! White can reach a slightly
worse but tenable ending. 21..W&xd3+
(21.. . Wxc2 22.8xc2 &d2+ 23.5be2 &ixf3
24.%xf3 Hxc2 25.Hcl Hxcl 26.5xcl and
the game will end in a draw) 22.cxd3 £d2+
23.&e2 Hxf3 24.&xf3 ©b8 25.8h1 White
can keep his position together regardless of
the doubled pawns.

K& @
Aid A A

AW MWE
AGAW A
B Ee

21...2xd4?

Here Nadanian is overdoing his imaginative
play. The prosaic 21..Hxc2! was much
better. White drops a pawn after 22.2xc2
Wxc2 23.spg2 (23.We2 Whis 245!
Sixd4 wins) 23...Wb1.

22 ixd4 Wxcl+

The pretty point of his previous move.
23.2xel ©d2+ 24.9e2 Hxi3 25.&xi3
Hxc2

It this endgame Black has a rook and two
pawns versus a hishop and a knight. It gives
an edge, however Black can’t activate his
king.

26.2d3 Hxa2 27..f6+ Zxf6 28.4x16
Ha3?!

I do not like how Black plays the next few
moves with his rook. Comrect is 28...a5% 1
think Black should try to create a passed
pawn as quickly as possible, with the White
king far away from the queenside. 29.3e3
(29.2c3 b5 30.%ve3 a4 31.bxad bxad

32.&d4 a3 33.g4 Hc2 34.14 a2 35.&al Hd2
Black wins} 29..b5 30.&d4 (30.g4 ad
31.bxad bxad 32.g5 a3 — the a-pawn is really
dangerous) 30...a4 31.bxad bxad 32.&¢3 a3
33.%b3 Hd2 34.&c3 He2 (34...Hb2) 35.2b3
a2 36.2b2 Hd2 and Black has decent win-
ning chances.

29.%¢c1 &d7 30.2e3!

White releases the burden of his light pieces.
30..Haé 31.g4 Hcb 32.&d2 ab
33.4:d3 Hc8 34.2¢3 Had

Usually a rook is well-placed behind the
pawn, but that holds for rook endings. Here it
took far too many moves, which gave White
the time to organise his defences.

35.&¢2 kel 36.14 b5

X L

i
Aid i
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37.g5!

White already stopped Black from creating a
dangerous passed pawn. Now he even fixes a
weakness on f7,

37..Ha7 38.%b2 &d7 39.2d4 Has
40.2e5+ eB 41.20d3 a4 42.b4

Black cannot penetrate with his rook. Actu-
ally, with only one extra pawn he would suf-
fer.

42. . Hc8 43.5¢c5 He7 44.2e5 0Ob7
45.5f3 &d7 46.72e5+ LB 47.&a2
Hc7 48.&b2

There is nothing left to fight for. The battle
was greal right from the second move, Tt was
an exciting draw.
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O Sadkin Irwante
B Ashot Nadanian
Singapore 2005

1.d4 5f6 2.5(3 h6 3.c4 g5

So Black gains space against thc most natu-
ral continuation as well. Nadanian is playing
an ‘extended’ King's Indian.

4.5¢c3 g4
KA Wees XK
Aiddidid
a i
r&\ (g ‘
&) &)
£ 48 A g
B Qudael X

Bluck is rather ambitious, he is not just satis-
fied with his space advantage he tries to con-
fuse White’s development as well.

Black can also continue in King's Indian
fashion with 4...227 5.e4 d6 and now:

® 6h3 c5 7.2e2 (or 7.d5!7) 7..cxdd
8.6xd4 D6 9.45¢2 (9.50e3 is also playable)
9..4d7 10.0-07 &xe3 11.bxe3 ZieS and
Bluck is already better. Fabsid (GM)-
Sergirina (IM), ICC 5 minutes, went
12.4:d4 eSS 13.8c2 &e6 14.f4 gxfd
15.6xf4 Bg8 16.%h2 Wd7 17.Rudl &xcd
with a clear edge for Black.

® 6.¢5 (White wants to get an advantage in
an aggressive way) 6..dxe5 7.txe5 ©bd7
(7...50fd7!?) 8.£d3? (if 8.f4 then 8...c5!7?
and Black can undermine the centre at once.
After 8.41xd7 2xd7 9.8d3 e5!7 10.¥e2
(l0.dxe5 ‘“g4) 10..0-0 lldxe§ &Figd
12.%cd He8 (or 12..f5 13.Wxb7 &Hixes
Black has nice compensation for the pawn)
13.f4 gxf4 14, 2xf4 5 (the position is very
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messy. Black’'s prospects are not bad)
8.4 xe5 9.dxe5 #1g4! 10.f4 Wd4! (Black is
almost winning at move 10. Would you be-
lieve it?) 11.¥e2 gxf4 12.%:dS and here
12...50xeS! would have been even stronger
than the game continuation 12...8xe5.
Mattenkattze (IM}-Sergirina (IM), 1ICC 5
minutes.

55917

I do not like this knight retreat. It seems to
me that 5.%h4 is the principled move (sce
Chiong-Nadanian); when the knight is at
least in the game. For, 5.%3d2 see the game
Chuong-Nadanian.

The situation reminds me a bit of the English
Attack in the Scheveningen, when in one of
the main lines Black plays an early ...b4.
First, they all started to move the knight 1o
¢2. Then they played &:bl (just like in this
game). Finally they settled on £1a4 and that
seems 10 cause the biggest problems for
Black.

The blitz gamc  PalaciosLl {IM)-
Sergirina (IM), ICC 5 minutes, went: 5.4%e5
d6 6.42d3 g7 T.ed4 Gict 8.4e3 e5 9.dxes
(9.d5 &3d4 10.c5 is unclear) 9...dxe5 10.%e2
(10.ad4 @47 11.0-0-0!7)  10..5e6
(10...h5!) 11637 (11.&3¢5Y) 11...%3d4 and
now Black could be content with the result
of his opening play.

5..£97 6.e4 d6 7.5.ge2

White can go for a Four Pawns Attack with
7.44. After 7..gxf3 8.2xf3 ¢5 9.d5 Ggd
10.£f4 %:d7 Black is in the game. However,
8.gxf3!7 is interesting when the missing
g-pawns seem to favour White.

Therefore, Black should continue with 7...e5
8.fxeS (after 8.dxeS dxe§ 9. xd8+ dxd8
1015 the queenless middlegame is unusual,
but OK for Black) 8...dxe5 9.d5 and now:
— 9..6a610.b4! £d7 | 1.a3 when Whiteisa
bit better.

— 0..45 10.c5 ©ab 11.4e3 White has an
edge.
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- 9..2f8!7 is somewhat unusual, but it
stops White’s play on the queenside. After
10.£.e3 %1ab 11,543 £c5 12.¥d2 Wd6 the
position is rather unclear.

7...¢5

A O W X
F O 3 Ai8
A 4 4
F 3
ABANA
2
AR BMOBAR
HE QWRe H

8.d5

After the natural 8.£e3!? Black has some
options:

— 8..cxd4 9.8xd4 26 10.2e2 and [ think
having the pawn on g4 instead of the usual
g6 now favours White as Black will have
problems where to castle safely.

~ 8...406!7 (Black can develop slowly, as
White's development on the kingside does
not come easy) 9.¥d2 £d7 10.2dl a5 or
10...2c8 and the position 1s complex.

- 8.5bd7'? 9.%g3 cxdd 10.2xd4 &eS
Black may well have a good position.

— 8..b6 9.dxc5 dxe5 (9..bxc5 10.e5 2fd7
1 1.exd6 %6 Black is short of ful! play for
the pawn) 10.Wxd8+ (10.e5 Wxdl+
11.Hxd1 <3h7 Black avoids being in trouble
early on, and can probably catch up in devel-
opment) 1)...&xd8 11.0-0-0+ Fc7 12,84+
&b 13.8g3 &cb is not convincing for
White.

Unfortunately the players agreed a draw at
this early stage,

A pity because they probably would have
paved the way for future theory.

I should like to present you with some notes
as to how play might continue.

T believe Ashot was going to disturb White’s
play on the kingside with

8...h5!7

Probably he would not have played on the
queenside with 8...2a6. After 9.4g3 &ic7
10.£d3 a6 11.34 b6 12.0-0 White is better. It
is hard to speculate how Nudanian was going
to develop his pieces. All lines lead to an
original position. For example 8...%:bd7
9.4:¢3 £eS 10.04 pxf3 11.gxf3 HgB 12.64
g6 13.243. Finally, White answers 8...c6
with 9.&0g3.

9.2:93 h4

Or 9...e6 10.dxe6 fxe6 11.&3b5 &e7 12.4f4
%eB and Black’s king is too airy.

10.415 2xf5 11.exf5 Wca

Also playable is 11.Wd7 12.8d3 %ab
(12..h3 13.g3 a6 14.5e4 Hg8 15.2x16+
Lxf6 16.£3 gxf3 17.Wx(3 &ic7) 13.5e4
Hg8. Interesting is 11..Hh5!?, Weak is
11..h3 12.gxh3! (12.g3 &bd7 13.f3 gxf3
14.¥xf3 eSS Black is kicking) 12...gxh3
13.Hgl 2h6 14.f4 &bd7 15.5xh3 Was
16.%d3 0-0-0 17.8d2 White is a pawn up.

12.2d3 % bd7

12..h3 13.¢3 &:bd7 14.4f4 &h6 is unclear.
13.h3 %5 14.hxgd Zxd3+ 15.¥xd3
xg4 16.8295 Hh5 17.8xe7 Exe7
18.We2+ &18 19.Wxg4 Wxf5 20.Wxfs5
Hx15 21.0xh4 He8+

and Black has reasonable compensation for
the pawn.

[J Pham Chuong
M Ashot Nadanian
Singapore rapid 2005

1.d4 2f6 2.20f3 h6é 3.c4 g5 4.%2¢3 g4
5.5d21?

White sticks to the centre, on the other hand
it has a price: pawn d4 lacks protection.
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5...h5

Or 5..d6 6.e4 Kg7 7.5 dxe5 8.dxe5 Lfd7
9e6 D5 10.exf7+ Hxf7 11.2d5 &£f5
and Black has good piece play, tooeasy
(GM)-Sergirina (IM), ICC 5-minutes 2005.
6.e4

[t would be interesung to see how Black re-
acts to the attempt to undermine the g4-
pawn: 6.h3. Let me illustrate some of his
possible reactions.

— 6..5h6 7.e4 d6 8.hxgd hxgd 9.5&d3 is
quite an original way to defend the h} rook,
but White should be better here,

- 6..2g8 7.hxgd hxgd 8.e4 d6 is hard to
judge.

— 6...gxh3 7.8xh3 (7.gxh3!7) 7...45 8.Ehd
&6 9.g3 Kg4 is another vnusual position.
Can Black compensate for his weak h-pawn
with his active piece play?

— 6..8.g7 7.hxgd hxgd 8. 2xh8+ 2xh8 9.e4
d6 10.42b3 &6 1 1.8.e3 Black probably has
a playable position.

6...d6 7.5e2

Or 7.22b317 €5 (7...4%3¢6 8.d5 £e5 9.cSis a
bit better for White; 7...b6!? 8.82d3 &bd?
9.&e3 c5) 8.dS5 b6 (8...a517) 9.4p5 ReT is
again quite an unorthodox position.
7...%.¢6 B..3b3 £g7 9.4e3 e5
Nudanian suggests 9...h4!?,

10.d5 7e7 11.Wd2

Here 11.cS &h6!? (11..&g6 12.¥d2)
12¥d2 Sxe3 13.¥xel &g6 14.g3 hd
15.0-0-0 We7 16.5bl £d7 is playable for
Black.

11...a5 12.a4 b6 13.0-0-0

Possible is 13.f3 which gives an unclear
fighting position. 13...&d7 (after 13...5g6
14.2g5 the pin is unpleasant; 13..hd
14.0-0-0 h3 15.Bdgl &g6 16.gxh3 gxh3
17.%g5 $d7 is roughly equal) 14.%:¢1 h4
(14..gxf3 15.gx13; 14,806 15.495 We7
16.5:d3 Black is somewhat passive here)
15.fxg4 (15.h3 gxh3 16.gxh3 7Z:h5 Black is
active) 15..%xgd 16.8xgd Sxgd 17.4d3
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and it is largely a matier of taste which side
you prefer.

KW K
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F 3 2y ¢ F 3
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S H
13..00xed1?

Going for the imaginative solution as al-
ways. Black could just develop here with
13...5%d7! which is objectively the better so-
Tution. The position gives chances for both
sides after 14.h3 gxh3 15.gxh3 &gb
16.2dg1 We7.

14.%xe4 15 15.2g5!

Best. The alternatives are fine for Black:
15.05¢3 f4, 15.2d3 fxed 16.8xed 847!, and
15.f3 fxed 16.fxed 2d7! — without the pres-
sure on a4 Black would be rather passive.
15...f4 16.2.x14 exf4 17.42d4

After 17.\xf4 Xf8 18.Wel Ke5 19.g3 &if5
20.¥d2 Wd7 (20..8d7 21.8%6) 21.5%¢6
Hf7 Black keeps his position together.
17...8h6

17..8xd4 |8 Wxd4 0-0 19.4d3 &f5
20.¥xf4 &ohd 21.%d2 Hxg2 Black is living
dangerously here.

18.h4

Or 18.Wxfd &:£5! (18... I8 19.We3 Black is
in serious trouble) 19.h4 0-0 and Black’s
pieces came alive very quickly.

18...%2:g6 19.13

After 19.Edel Black has 19..0-0! (not
19..4e5 20.¥xf4 We7 21.We3 White is
better). Just like the greatest Armenian chess
player Tigran Petrosian Black can sacrifice
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an exchange for long-term positional pluses,
20.de6 2xeb 21.5:xe6 WdT 22 ixf8 xR
23.2d1 ©e5 and Black is in the game.
19... 16 20.5.ge6

White acts at once. Maybe a preparatory
move would have caused more problems.
For instance, 20.£d3!? &e5 21.Hdel or
20.Hdel!? at once.

20...4xe6 21.5xe6 d7!
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Black imaginatively solves the problem of

his king. Petrosian won a great game against
Kasparov with his extraordinary use of his
king.

22.¥c2 22fxgd Sixhd  22..%€5
23.Wb3 Zac8 24.Hdel 24.¥b5+ cb
24..497 25.4d3!? Finally White de-
cides to go after Black’s king. The end-
game is equal after 25.Mxgd hxgd 26.&xgd
tixgd 27.9b5+ 6 28.Wxh6 Wxbh2+
29.¥xb2?  axb2+  30.4&xb2  exdS.
25...0xd3+ 26.Wxd3 Wxb2+ 27.:0d1
4e5 28.415 Wh3+ 29.be2 Wxcd+
30.&12 g3+ 31.4g1 He7 32.Wg5+
&d7 I35 Le7 34.¥g5+ Sd7
35.%f5 1a-%

The dust has setled and White holds with a
repetition. The Vietnamese boy is based in
Singapore and is trained by Nadanian, they
produced an interesting fight. This battle is an
cxample of imaginative play right from the
opening. The line stood the test once again.

[ Luiz Chiong

B Ashot Nadanian
Singapore Masters 2005

1.d4 ©f6 2.3 h6 3.c4 g5 4.2¢3 g4

5.23h4 d5
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So Nadanian decides to play a Griinfeld with
a white knight on h4 (rather than on a4),
6.g3

The IM trom the Philippines goes for a
fianchetto line. By analogy we can think of
other set-ups:

- 6.cxd5 §:xdS T.ed &ixcd 8.bxcd e5 9.23
exdd 10.cxdd R2p7 with excellent
counterplay against White's centre.

— 6.5f4!7 £g7 7.c3 ¢5 B.dxc5 WaS 9. @b3
and now White wins after 9...dxc4? 10.8.xc4
0-0 11.43g6. So Black should play 9...%¢6
10.Hd! Zied with unclear play.

— Unclear could also be the verdict after
6.3 dxcd 7.Wxc4 Seb R Wb5+ &c69.e3
Ebs.

6..c5 7.cxd5 ‘xd5 8.8292 (Ixc3
9.bxc3 597 10.e3

Nadanian analyses 10.%ad1? &d7 11.%a3
cxdd! 12.2xb7 and now:

~ 12,86 13.8xa8 Wxa8 14.0-0 dxc3
with compensation for the exchange.

- 12..3c¢6 13.8xa8 Wxa8 14.54:f5 &f6
150-0 ¥d5 16.73 gxf3 17.8xf3 dxc3
18.¥a7 &:d7 with unclear play.
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10...%a5

Starting a manocuvre to prevent White from
castling, but best would have been 10...%c6
with equality.

11.4d2 Wab 12.@e2 ¥Wxe2+ 13.&xe2
£ic6 14.h3 h5 15.hxgd

Perhaps 15.8abl 5 16.d5 is stironger
15...hxg4 16.2ed

Here, as in the game, 16.2abl!”7 can be an-
swered by 16...EhS5!?.

16..8h5 17.2g2 HExh1 18.2xh1 15
19.5d3 e5 20.d5

Now if Black moves his knight he would be
in grave trouble. Nadanian reacts well witha
positional pawn sacrifice in the ending.
20...e4! 21.dxc6 exd3d+ 22.&xd3 £eb
23.5f4

Black also has clear compensation after
23.cxb7 Hd8+ 24.5c2 £d5 25.8h7 &xb?
26.Oxg7 £x9227.Oxa? ed+ 28.%d] b8,
23...0-0-0+

& K
4di -}
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24.%c2 598 25.0cxb7+ xb7 26.EhS
And here the players agreed a draw. Stronger
would have been 26.c4 and White still has a
slight endgame advantage.

So we have seen that there is no clear way to
tind an advantage for White after the amaz-
ing 2...h6. Of coursce playing this line entails
some risks. Playing such aggressive chess
leaves no room for errors, but that holds true
for White as well. One can use 2...h6 at the
right moment against the right opponent. We
shall see how this line will develop.



CHAPTER 9
Stefan Loffler

Sacrificing a Tempo in the Slav
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First 2...c6, then 4...c5

Competing in an open tournament in Malay-
sia I had brought neither my notebook. nor
even a pocket chess-set. My only prepara-
tion consisted of a visit to an internet café o
connect o an online database. Here I mouse
clicked through a few games of the other
three titleholders in the open to check their
opening repertoires. One grandmaster from
the Philippines usually employed 4.%¢2
against the Slav, When [ was actually paired
against him with Bluck, 1 wondered if [
ought (o risk the Slav. For, [ had never con-
cerned myself with 4. %c¢2. 1 am not sure
whether 1 got the idea in the evening — whilst
eating the incomparable Laksa noodle soup,
of which they are rightly proud in Penang —

or in the morning. during my daily exercise
in the hotel swimming pool. Anyway, I de-
cided torisk the Slav, and in case of 4. %c¢2. 1
was going to improvise with 4...¢5. As it
turned out the grandmaster disregarded his
favourite 4,Wc2 that day, and played 4.¢3 in-
stead.

Seven weeks later. only one day after my re-
turn from Asia. 1 had 1o play in a second
Bundesliga match in Berlin. My opponent
was [gors Rausis. The Latvian grandmaster
hadn't played a single game that season, so
I didn"t have a clue what was in store for
me. When he played 4.%¢2, 1 had the
chance to consider my idea from Penang
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whilst sitting in front of some actual chess
pieces. I told myself, that that which had
been true in Malaysia could not be wrong
now, and I decided to leave the thinking to
my opponent.

The experiment was a success. Soon I had
gained forty minutes on the clock and the
game ended in a draw. What more could 1
want with Black against a grandmaster? The
real surprise occurred when I entered the po-
sition in my database at home. In the only
two games that | found it wasn’t white's, but
Black’s move. I could hardly believe it, and
called up a friend with a bigger database
to double-check. Need I mention that he
found no previous games either? Wow, I had
played a novelty on move 4, not in some
obscurc opening, but in a position that bas
occurred in hundreds and hundreds of
games. Now we need to see if the idea holds
up against a more rigorous analysis,

O Tgors Rausis
B Stefan Liffler
Germany Bundesliga B 2005/06

1.d4 d5 2.c4 c6 3.%213 7f6 4. c2

The moves 4.53¢3, 4.e3 and 4.cxd5 are more
popular, but White gets a better deal with
4.Wc2. You don’t need to know an awful lot
of theory to play this move, and White ob-
tains a slight plus in nearly every game.
Black usually responds with 4...g6, 4...e6 or
4...dxcd. Against the latter, Rausis has fa-
voured 5.e4!7b56.b3cxb3 7.axb3 on a num-
ber of occasions.

4...c5

What on earth is going on? Didn't Black just
play 2...¢67 Why would you strengthen the
d5-pawn. if you light-heartedly weaken it
two moves later? True, there are some other
lines in the Slav where Black sacrifices a
tempo {first ...c6, then ...c3) in similar fash-
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ion, For instance, after 4.23bd2 e6 5.e3, the
move 5..¢5 is popular. Indeed, in SOS-4
Mikhail Gurevich has written about 4.%¢3
eh 5.e3 ab,and if 6.Wc2 then 6...c5!". Inthe
Queen’s Gambit Declined when White has
played his gqueen 10 ¢2 without taking on d5
first, Black is often well-advised to play
...c5. For, as long as the knight is still on b8,
it can be actively developed to ¢6. From this
square it can either attack the queen from b4,
or simply put pressure on d4. However, let’s
not rush things.

KEAaoeWee X
F 3 didi

5.cxd5

White has a number of possibilities of
course. Concerning 5.214, 5.%¢5. 5.¢3 and
5.3, I believe that it shouldn’t be too diffi-
cult to find a satisfactory answer behind the
board.

Two serious alternatives remain:

— S.dxc5 ic6 (but not 5. WaS+ 6.Wc3
Wxc5 7.cxd$S and the pawn is lost. In case of
5...d4 White need not play 6.b4 a5 7. Waud+
&£d7 8b5 &f5 9.4b2 (9.c6!?) 9.5
10.%:xe5 &xc5, but should prefer the simple
6.e3 Zic6 Texdd xd4 8.0xdd Wxdd
9.£e3. when, at the very least, regaining the
pawn will cost Black valuable time) 6.cxd5
Wxd5 7.3 WxcS 8.e4 g6 (I prefer this to
8...8¢4, when Whitc can effectively regroup
his pieces with 9.8e3 Was 10.4:d2) 9. 8e3
(here 9.a3!? &¢7 10.b4 ¥h5 11.2b2 is in-
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teresting) 9...&a5 (9...&h5 10.58b5) 10.h3
27 and Black is selid.

— 5.e3 cxdd (it is possible to keep the tension
with 5...e6, but transposing to a promising
line from the Panov Variation may be consid-
ered, from a theoretical point of view, a suc-
cess for Black) 6.exd4 g6 (the other transpo-
sition to the Panov with 6...%4%c6 7.43c3 2g41is
unfavourable here. White need not go in for
8.cxdS &xd5 9.Wb3, but can play more
strongly with 8.&e5 Zixd4 9.Wad+ &d7
10.%d) &c6 11.82xd7 followed by 12.cxds.
Finally, after 6...e6 the position of the queen
on ¢2 may become an asset) 7.%c3 g7
8.cxdS (after 8.2g5 0-0 9.8xf6 2xf6
10.5xd5 %g7 Black effortlessly regains the
pawn) 8..0-0 9. b3 (if 9.5.c4 Sbd7 10.8.¢5
&ib6 11.8xF6 then Black gains a nice initia-
tive for the pawn with [l..exf6 12.2b3
HeR+)9..5%:bd7 10.48g5 &b6 11.2.xf6 2xf6
12,522 e6 13.dxe6 Sxeb |4.Wdl %xcd 15.b3,
Drolet-Leveille, Québec 1991, and now
Black can regain the pawn with 15..%d6
16.Wd2 ©f5 17.8d!1 Hc8 18.0-0 Zixd4
19.%xd4 2xd4 20.¥xd4 Wxd4 21.Exdd
Hxc3.

5...cxd4
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With his fourth move Black presupposes
that, after he has increased the tension in the
centre, White's queen would be better-off on
dl. This is best-illustrated by looking at the
Austrian Defence, After 1.d4 d5 2.¢4 ¢5

3.cxdS &6 4.4:13 (here White also has two
other good options in 4.e4 and 4.dxc5)
4...cxd4 White has an agreeable choice be-
tween 5.%xd4 %xd5 6.4, and 5.Wxd4
Wxd3 6.2c3 Wxd4 7.49xd4, Both lines
promise White a small edge. With the queen
onc2, instead of on d1, things are a little dif-
ferent. Her majesty cannot take back di-
rectly on d4. And, what is more, after the
knight takes on d4 it is not defended by the
queen.

6.Wad+

The alternative is 6.42xd4 %:xd5 7.e4 (what
else? After 7.g3 e5 8.%2b5 &ic6 Black has no
problems. Please note that in this line the
materialistic 8.Wed? Kbd+ 9.&d2 0-0
10.WxeS loses a piece after 10..He8
11.WhS &f6 12.8h4 Hed) 7..4b4. Now,
with the queen on d I, White has options likc
#e3 or &b5+, here there only remains:
8. Wad+ ©8c6 9.2xcb Zixed 10.53¢3.

This position has occurred several times in
practice (via the Austrian Defence - so with-
out one pair of moves). Black is at cross-
roads:

— 10..g6 |1 .2e3 &7 12.8b50-0 13.8.x¢6
bxc6 14.0-0 (14.%xc67 Zb8 15.8b1 Wd3)
14..Wc7 and now in Bachmayr-Ter
Minasjan, Munich 2000, White could have
gained a slight but enduring plus with
15.24d4.

— 10..c6 1l.%ed Re7 (with 11..4bd4
12.8b5 Rd7 13.0-0 WaS 14.Bacl a6
15.%xa5 &xa5 16.2e2 Black does not solve
all his problems - Hfd] and %ad-c5 and
White keeps some pressure, Illescas-
Salmensuu, Elista Olympiad 1998) 12.2e2
0-0 13.0-0 &d7 14.2fdl a6 15.2d2 Wc7
16.¥d]1 Hfd8 and White's initiative has
gone up in air, Renet-Dlugy, Paris 1986.
6..Wd7 7.Wxd4

In my database 1 found some two dozen ex-
amples with this position. Most of them
arose after the move order 1.d4 d5 2.%(3
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&6 3.c4 5 4cxd5 cxdd 5.Wad+ Wd7
6,%xd4. In all games, but one, Black trans-
posed into his repertoire with 6..&xd5 (a
position that White could have forced any-
way with 5.Wxd4 instead of 5. Wad+). Im-
portant for the evaluation of this position is
7.5¢3 Wxd4 8.0xd4 £d7 9.%dbS Zab
10.e4 e5 {Stohl-VYotava, Portoroz 1998), or
8..a6 9.g3 247 10.8g2 Kc6 (among other
practical examples this is Portisch-Sosonko,
Wijk aan Zee 1978). The results in practice
were in White's favour. So, why, as long as
you get this position with the queen on d7 in-
stead of on d8, not use the opportunity to
take back on d5 with the knight?

7..0xdS 8.%3¢3

Rausis told me after the game that he had not
considered my reply to the text. If he had, he
would have preferred 8.e4,

KEAe &8 K
Ad Wiaiii
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However, is that really so favourable? Black
has three squares 1o draw back his knight to:
— 8...45f6 was Frank Marshall's choice ver-
sus Roy Turnbull (in New York 1911). He
had no problems after 9.%ic3 Z:¢6 10.2b5?!
&ixdd 1 1.%3xdd e5 12.5:43 2.b4. White could
have developed a strong nitiative with
10.¥ad. for example: 10...e6 11.514 &bd
12.5b5! &xed 13.0-0 £xc3 14.Hadl.

- 8..8b6 9.8c3 o6 10.Exd7+ 2xd7
11.%e3 ¢6 12.0-0-0! (Black holds his own
after 12.5e2 5b4 13.0-0 2xc3 14.bxc3 Z3ad

Pl =)
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or )2.a3 Hc8 13.22b5 Dad) 12...Hck 13.&b1
and now the threat of winning a4 pawn with
14.5b5 forces Black to play the ugly
13...55a8 (13..2a57 14.%5¢5).

— 8..%:¢7 is the solid option. 9.%2¢3 Wxd4
{after 9..5%w6 10.Wad4 e5 11.8e3 Lhd
12.8c¢1 or 10..a6 11.8e3 b5 12.WDb3 e6
13.£e2 &b7 14.0-0 White keeps the pres-
sure) 10.%3xd4 5 11.22db5 &ixb5 12.82xb5+
£d7 13.0-0 $b4 14.8xd7+ Txd7 15.5d1+
Feb6 16.25d5 8d6 and if 17.f4 then 17...26 -
Black has no problems,

8...e6

After 8...8xc379.Wxc3 &ic6 10.ed e6 1 1.a3
Black, for better or for worse, has to resort to
11...f6 to finish his development - White’s
advantage is not in doubt. No, 1t is better not
to allow White's queen on the c¢3-g7 diago-
nal. Black could have tried to reach the final
example from the previous note. though,
with 8...20¢7.

9.%2:xd5 exdS

Black has not enough for the pawn after
9..&2c6? 10.0f6+ gxt6 11.Wxf6 &bd
12.8¢3 or 11.Rg8 12.a3. Playable is
9..Wxd5 10.Wxd5 exd5, when White has
only a marginal edge hecause of the isolated
pawn.

KAas &8 K
Ad W i14i

s
%)
A 3 A S A

10.e4!

This is stronger than 10.¥¥e5+ We6, or 10.a3
%:c6 | 1. %d3, when Black can activate his
pieces and may hope 10 gain counterplay.
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10...dxed 11. Yxed+

After 11...£e7 12.£d3 Black has nothing
better than 12...¥e6, so the quecen move is
best played now:

11..We6 12.2d3

Black has more difficulties reaching equal-
ity after (2.8b5+ 26 13.¥xe6+ Lxe6
14.0-0, Thus, 14...2¢5 15.2d2 0-0 16.2fc)
would lose a pawn. The best optionis 14...a6
15.2xcH+ bxch, to gain at least the bishop
pair and a stronghold on d5. For example,
16.4f4 f6 17.5d4 2d5 18.Racl Hc8
19.8fd | &f7 with about equal chances.
12...8b4+ 13.2d2 &xd2+ 14.5xd2

If 14,sbxd2, then 14..Wxed 15.8xed4 Td7
16.Hacl ©:f6 17.Bhe! 0-0 and Black holds
the balance.

14...0-0 15.0-0
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Time to take stock: three central pawns have
been exchanged. Black has no weaknesses.
All that White has obtained is a passing lead
in development. It Black keeps the qucens
on he has littie to fear. After 15..Whé
16.8fel &id7 17.463 Of6 18.f3 Eb8
White's initiative starts to evaporate.
15..Wxed? 16.5xed

Of course! The bishop controls b7 and the
knight will add pressure on the queenside.
After Rausis took on d2 with the knight, [
only expected 16.%°xed, when 16..%:c6
fully equalizes.

16...55d7 17.81c1

17.Hacl is only optically stronger. After
17..2d8 18.Ofdi &f6 19.5b63 Hxdl+
20.Exdl &f8 21.83 Geb 22.&xb7 &xb3
23.axb3 Hb8 the peace treaty may be signed.
17..2d8 18.2b3 4f6 19.4f3 Hbs
20.%a5

Black can defend after 20.H¢7 £:d5, and
20.2dl Hxdl+ 21.Hxdl RLe6, for, if
22.&xb7, then 22..4xb3 23.axb3 &f§
transposes 1o the previous remark.
20...22d5 21.a37?

Now Black may start to breathe freely. He
would have to sweat for his half of the point
after 21.82d1 £e6 22.Hd4.

21..2e6 22.b4 Rd7 23.hd Ge7
24.Hd1 Exdi+ 25.0xd1

With a draw offer, that | wurned down. The
match was going badly for my team, sol pre-
tended that I could squeeze something from
this posttion.

25..b6 26.7¢6 xc6 27.2xc6 L8
28.14 Le7 29.&:12 He8 30.b5

White now has to take care of this pawn, but
that is all that Black can achicve,

30...2d8 31.2xd8 &xd8 32.&e3 we7
33.&d4 &d6 34.4f3 h6 35.g3 &b3
36.4e2 6

Draw.

More food for thought

The sccond-best move for White against the
Slav —not according to theory, but according
to the statistics in the database - is by the
wity 4.Wb3. Against that move 4...c5 also
looks playable, although, also after 4, %b3
nobody has dared to sacrifice a tempo. Now,
5.cxd5 cxd4 6. W ad+ would lead to the game
Rausis-Léffler. White has a few allernatives
though.

Suggestions for further analysis are: 6.e3!?
dxe3 7.4b5+, the immediate 5.e3, and the
materialistic 5. &b5+ (when 5..%bd7
shouid be the best try for equality).
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CHAPTER 10
Jeroen Bosch

SOS in the Ruy Lopez Exchange
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Your weapons: 5...We7 and 5...22e6

1.e4 e5 2.%313 %.c6 3.4b5 ab 4.4xc6
dxc6 5.0-0

White’s general sirategy in the Ruy Lopez
Exchange can be described in a few sen-
tences: play d4 to trade the d-pawn for the
black e-pawn, next cxchange all pieces and
win the ensuing pawn ending because of the
kingside pawn majority. Of course chess is
never that simple. and before the ending God
created the middlegame. [n the history of the
Ruy Lopez Exchange it soon became clear
that putting al! your money on this one horse
(with the immediate 5.d4 cxdd 6.%xd4
¥Wxd4 7.2:xd4) is not sufficient. Black getsa
perfectly playable ending because of his
bishop pair. Enter the | [th world champion,
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Bobby Fischer, who adopted 5.0-0 and
transformed it into a subtle weapon. Nowa-
days. the Exchange Variation again has a
fairly innocent reputation. Black has indeed
several reliable lines to choose from. Still,
there is little chance of surprising your oppo-
nent. Perhaps, some of the attraction of
4.5xc6 even lies in the fact that there are
fewer lines to leam, and that White's basic
strategy is fairly straightforward.

The aim of this chapter is 10 present the
rcader with some possible surprise weapons
versus the Spanish Exchange. It is good o
realize that after 5.0-0 Black faces a direct,
and a strategical, threat, First, having moved
the king from the e-file. White now threatens



Two Weapons against the Ruy Lopez Exchange

to take on e5. Second, White is ready to push
d2-d4 and create that kingside majority. Pro-
tection of the e5-pawn is what Black will
have to concentrate on, while, nevertheless,
keeping in mind how to react to 6.d4.With
the exception of 5..@g4 (pinning the
knight), Black will have to do one of two
things: (1) directly cover e5; (2) indirectly
protect e3 by blocking the e-file. Examples
of type | include: 5...f6, 5...¥&d6, 5...2d6,
5...¥f6 and, our first SOS line, 5...%e7. Ex-
amples of the second type are: 5..%¢7,
5..82e7 and, the second subject of this
article, 5...2e6!7.

A brief survey of Black's 5th move alterna-
tives will be useful for our understanding of
the merits of 5...We7 and 5...&e6. [ will give
the lines in more or less ascending SOS
order.

@ 5..5g4 6.h3 hS! 7.d3 W6 (Black's di-
rect play has prevented d4 for the moment.
Still in thc main linc Black cnds up in a
slightly inferior ending) 8.4:bd2 &3e7 9.Hel
&yg6 10.d4 £d6 1 1.hxga (finally White can
take bishop) l.hxgd 12.5h2 Hxh2!
13.Wxgd Whda 14.¥xh4 Exhd 15.23 with
slightly better chances in the endgame.

® 5..f6. This may be called the main Line.
Black gets a reliable position after both 6.d4
exdd 7.4xd4 5 8.4b3 Wxdl 9.Hxdl &4
10f3 fie6 and 6..8gd4 7.dxeS (7.c3)
7. Wxd] 8.Hxdl fxe5. Still while clearly
protecting pawn €5, the move f6 is slightly
weakening. Moreover, Black might like to
use the square {6 for a piece.

@ 5..Wd6. Another important move. Black
protects e5, and is one move closer to
queenside castling, which is often a sensible
idea in the Exchange Variation. 6.5%a3 (6.d4
exdd 7.Wxdd ¥xd4 ¥.4xd4. Note that
Black should not be afraid of this type of
ending. Even when it is a move down com-
pared to S.exd4 exdd 6.Wxd4 Wxd4

7.4xd4). Here both 6..b5 7.c3 c¢5 and
6...%e6 7.¥e2 f6 8.Hdl £g4 are OK for
Black.

® 5..%5¢7. This clever move of Paul Keres’
indirectly covers e$5, although there is a tacti-
cal snag. 6.5 xe35 Wd4 7. @h5! (this is it!)
7..g68.Wg5 Gg79.5,d315 10.e5¢5 11.b3!12
leads to brutal complications.

® 5..58d66.d4exdd 7.9 xd4 16 8. 4e3 HieT
9.4bd2 KReb gives White a normal opening
advantage.

® 5..2e7. Aninteresting move, that shares
certain similarities with 5..&e6. Black
plans £f6, %e7-gb and kingside castling.
6.50xe5 (6,433 K6 7. We2 Leb §.b3 Hie?
9.8a3 g5 10.d4 g4 11.Hadl! with a com-
pletely unclear position as in Zhang Zhong-
De Vreugt, Wijk aan Zee 2003) 6..Wd4
7. 95 (723 Wxed 8.Hc] Wg69.20e5 W5
is perfectly playable for Black) 7..%e6!
8.d3 @f6 9.3 (9.Weg5 Wcs) 9. Wxed!
10.Wxf7+ Qxf7 1 1.dxed & xed withequality
in Brynell-Hector, Link&ping 2001.

® 5..9f6.

Kl ¢ Q84K
i i Adi
A A W
E

)

ABAR BAR
HOBWNE S

This move also has a certain SOS flavour
about it. The early queen move looks a little
odd compared to 5...¥d6, but Black is ready
for 6..&g4 and castling. A {9th century
game went 6.d4 exdd 7.e57! Wgb 8.&xdd4
Sh3 9913 Sg4 10.Wg3 0-0-0, with the ini-
tiative in Schallopp-Harmonist, Frankfurt
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1887. Instead of 7.e5?! correct is 7.2g5
leaving Black with two options:

— 7..Wg6 (the old move) 8.¥xdd4 &d6
(8..8e7 9.2xe7 ©xe7 10.2¢5%) 9.%0bd2
{(alternatives are 9. %e3 and 9.Hd1) and now
9..8e6 10.53c4 gives White a slight edge.
Interested readers may investigate 9...c5.
Forexample: 10.%We3 8e6 11.2fd1 (11.4:hd
Wh5 12.e5h6! or 11.e5 &f8) 11..546 12.25
$d5 13. Wed Wxed 14.5xe4 5.8 15.2d2 h6
16.5h4 b6 17 Kadl &7 (Black plays, quite
successfully, in the style of the Berlin Wall)
18.h3 16 19.5¢3 Le7 20.4d5 Hes 21.c3
£.xd5 22.Hxd5 Bd8 23.50f1 Hxd5 24 Exd5
Axh4 25.5xhd 2e7! 26.f4 g5' 27.1xg5 eb
28.Hd3 &xe5 29.Ke3 hxgS 30.%5f3 f6 and
Black was better in Glek-Efimov, Porto San
Giorgio 1999,

However, an improvement is needed over
(0.8c3! &gd4 11.8h4 &he 12.Hfel b6
13.e5 Af8 l4.e6 fxe6 15.5d4 £d6
16.%xe6 fxe6 | 7.9(3 with a dangerous ini-
tiative in Wicrsma-I.Sokolov, Amsterdam
2000.

— 7..¥d6. as played by Adams and
Morozevich, is the other move. 8.%Z:xd4
(8.¥xdd Wxdd 9.4:xd4 promises cven here
- lwo tempi up compared 1o 5.d4 — very lit-
tle) 8...%e7 (8...2d7 9.4%c3 Se7 10.2xe7
&:xe7? 1 1.43b30-0-0 12.¥e2 57! 13.¥e3 b6
14.%xg5+ Magem Badals-Morozevich,
Pamplona 1995) 9.8.xe7 &xe7 10.£¢3 0-0
(better is perhaps 10..8d7 11.53b3 Wxdl
12.Raxdl 0-0-0 13.5:d2 b6 14.5¢c4 &eb
15.%e3 c5 16.f4 f6 17.&f2 Hd4 equal,
Fressinet-Adams, Bordeaux rapid 2040)
11.&3de2 Zd8 12.8¢cl g4 13.564 &g
14.5xg6 hxg6 15. g5 8e6 16.Had] W8
17.43 ¢5 18.We5 and White was slightly
betterin Magem Badals-Adams, Pula 1997.
Finally I should like to point out that 7. % xd4
Wxd4 8.%xd4 2d7 is identical to 5..5c6
6.d4 exdd 7.8 xd4 Wxdd 8.%xd4 £d7 (see
below).
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We will discuss two lines in more detail:

A) 5..We7
B) 5..2e6
Variation A
5.We7
E & «8AK
Ad Wikl
4 i
i
A
ABAR BAR
BO8W X8

This is a Smyslov favourite that deserves se-
rious SOS attention. Given the chance Black
will continue with &g4 and 0-0-0, often
starting an attack with f6 and g5.

6.d4

It is necessary for White to play actively in
the centre. Otherwise, Bluck continues in the
above-mentioned manner:

— 6.537! £¢4 7.h3 2h5 8. 4b2 16 9.d3 &3h6
10.%:bd2 g5! l.gd Rp6 12.d4 (12.8:c4)
12...%2:87 13.dxe5 fxe5 14.Gc4 297 15.:6d2
0-0-0 16.We2 h5 17.%e3 hxgd 18.hxgd W6
19.f3 Bh320.5:¢2 &8! 2] .&f2 Hxd2!, with
a winning position, Gheorghiu-Smyslov,
Petropolis Interzonal 1973,

— 6.d3 Sigd 7.h3 &h5 8.8e3 0-0-0 9.53bd2
f6 equal, Lenk-Mohring. Straisund 1975.
6...exd4 7.%xd4

The alternative is of course 7.%:xd4. After
7..4d7 White sacrificed a pawn in
Filipovic-Teofilovic, Bosnjaci 2004, with
8.2e3. The game continued 8...¥xed4 9. el
ST 10.5:d2 Wb 11.4:¢4 6 12,414 0-0-0.,
White should now have played 13.&xc7!.
Black is mated after 13..&xc7? 14.2b5+



Two Weapons against the Ruy Lopez Exchange

axb5 15.Wd6+ &c8 16.42b6 mate! Instead
of 13...dxc7? correct is 13...He8 with justan
cdge for Whitc. In the game White went
crazy with 13.4b6+ cxb6 14.56b5 c¢xbs
15.%d6, having missed the only winning de-
fence 15.. Wxg2+! 16.8xg2 2c6+.

More mundane is 8.%ic3 0-0-0 9.4°b3
(9.3 g6 10.8e3 £g7 11.45b3 £h6
12.4g3 Sgd 13.8c5 Web 14.604 Lxdd
15.58xd4 Wd6 16.0ad] Wxg3 17.hxg3 ¢5.
when Black had an equal ending in Zhang
Zhong-Kakageldiev, Jodhpur tt 2003)
9.6 10.We2 g6 11.3 £hS 12.£e3 5
13.Bad] &g7 14.5c5 @ifd 15.Wcd 25
16.5:xd7 Hxd7 17.Bxd7 Wxd7 18.9c¢5
£xc3 19.bxe3 b6 20.Wed D6 21 Wxab+
&bR 22.Eb1 with a slight edge in Barreras
Garcia-Smyslov, Cienfuegos 1973,

Variation Al

7...504
X 8 AK
Ad Wiiai
4 4
'@ [_\D.\I s .9.
u\ ;_j]\ :ﬁ.: Z :“\“, g
=yl =g
8.af4

Clearly the best move.

- B4:bd2 Ed8 (8.5 9.WeS+ WxeS
10.52%e5 2e6=) 9. &a7 Wbd 10.45b3 2x3
11.gxf3 267 12,664 &8 13.We3 £d6 with
equality, Garcia Palermo-Smyslov, Bucnos
Aires 1978,

— 8.5e5 deserves an exclam according 10
Suctin. Nobody has tried it out in practice
though. In my opinion, 8...Hd8 9.%c3 2eb

or 9...&c8 followed by Wbd or ¥c5 looks
rather pleasant for Black.

8.2xt3 9.gxf3 f6 10.2¢3 &h5
11.293 2d8

Ee8 K
l: Wik

A

F 3

@ A
A iy ol
ATA 2L
g =g~

A popular position in practice.

12.%e3

This is stronger than 12, %ad &:xg3 13.hxg3
Wbd equal, Bednarski-Smyslov, Skopje
Olympiad 1972,

12..25%g3 13.hxg3 Wc5 14.2adl
Wxed 15.Exd8+ xd8 16.Kd1+ White
has the slightly better ending (Brynell-Hec-
tor, Gothenburg 1996, and Dvoretsky-
Smyslov, Odessa 1974).

Variation A2

7... W16
O T LY
All BmAEA
A i 1
@A
ABAE BAR
=AYk Ed

Moving the queen out early in the game?
Moving the same piece twice? Sometimes
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the rules of healthy opening play just don't
seem to apply.

8.23¢3

— 8.Wad 2g4 9.4g57 (9.5 Wb 10.8g5
Af5 11.Wb3 and White has the initiative ac-
cording to Keres. 9..¥f5'? is a likely im-
provement in this line) 9..¥xb2 10.53bd2
Whd 11.¥xb4 @xbd [2.Habl Lxd2
13.4:xd2 6 14.8e3 0-0-0F Vasiukov-
Zaitsev, Rostov on Don 1971.

- 8.Wxf6 &ixf6 9.2f4% Suetin. However.
9..42e6! 10.2xc7 Txed 11.Eel £d6! looks
equal to me.

8..%Wxd4 9.0xd4 &d7 10.214 0-0-0
11.Had1 %e7 12.8d2 %g6 13.2g3
£b4 14.%5de2 f5! 15.f3 fxe4 16.1xed
204 17.0xd8+ Hxd8 18.2f7 RHd7
19.8xd7 &xd7 Marholev-Radulski, Bul-
garian Championship, Plovdiv 1999. The
bishop pair and an active king give Black
superior chances in this ending.

Varlation B
5..2e6

X Weé 0 AK
A44i

BO8YW IS

The good points of 5...&e6 are: (1) indirect
protection of e5; (2) developing a piece and
preparing queenside castling; (3) ready to
meet a future d4 with exd4 and £¢4 attack-
ing the rook. Possible disadvantages are: a
future &gd (often a good move at some
stage)} will cost 4 tempo, and a possible &g5
or &yd4 will attack the bishop.
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We will examine:

Bl) 6.%0xe5

B2) 6.4¢3

B3) 6.d4

Other moves do not look very dangerous:

— 6.We2 planning Ed1 and d4 is an idea, but
6..W16!? looks like a good reply, as it pre-
vents d4, 7.d4 exd4 8.2g5 W g6 and there is
no Wxd4 as in the 5... &6 line.

— 6.b3 ¢5 (or 6...£d6 7.4b2 — 7.04 Sigd -
7..%:66 8.8l £d7=) 7.L2xe5 (7.8b2 {6}
7..Wd4 8.5 c4 Wxed with equa) play. In-
stead, 8...Wxa! 9.4b2 Wxa2 10.5¢3 &xcd
1.5 xa2 2xfl 12.xf1 is a weird line, but
probably slightly better for White. It will
take a lot of time before the Black pieces ure
starting to couperate.

- 6.He) Wd6 and this compares favourably
to the 5...Wd6 line. White does not have 7.d4
exd4 8.23xd4?? because of §..0-0-0 win-
ning. Instead 8.¥xd4 is strongly answered
by 8..c5! ruther than 8..Wxd4 9.4:xd4
2d7=or 8...0-0-0? 9.%a7".

— 6.c3 Wd3! (6...5f6 7.We2 fLgd)7.8el 6
8.He3 Wd7 planning 9.d4 0-0-0. In the game
Monroy- Verat, Breizh 2005, White played
7.%xeS Wxed 8.d4 0-0-0 9.5:d2 WdS
10.83d3 ¢5 11524 WFS 12.8xe6 Wxe6
13.4:f3 with equal chances.

Varlation B1
8.%%xe5 Wd4 7.4:13 Wxed
White may win some tempi now, but Black’s
position looks very healthy.
8.2.095
The aliernative is 8.Hel Wg6 9.5:d4 0-0-0
10.2:xe6 fxeb 11.d3 4:66!7 12.Hxeb feS
13.5e37 WS 14.Exf6 gxf6 15.5xc5 Wxes
16.4:c3 ¥Wb4 when Black was better in
Sanchez-Garcia, Mondariz Balneario 2002,
White should have played 13.KEe2 when af-
ter 13...Hhe8 the lines fork:
— 14.2e3 d5! when 15.5xc577 loses to
15..%:f4.



Two Weapons against the Ruy Lopez Exchange

— 14.Hxe8 HExe8 15.22d2 Hig4 16.5c4 Excd
17.dxed @xt2+ 18.&h1 &ixh2F.

X 8 Ak
44 A4i
ARIARR S
A

W

ARY AR AR
BORWRESE

8..Wf5 9.5xe6 fxe6 10.d3 0-0-0
11.%5¢3 &f6 12.We2 2c5 13.4d2
13.4e3% Estrada. 13...Zhe8 14.Qael
idd 15.5%:d1 e5 16.55¢3 16.5e3 Web=.
16...2:d5 17.Wed g6 with an equal posi-
tion. Estrada-Radulski, Dos Hermanas
2002.

Variation B2
6.%c3
White makes a useful move preparing fur-
ther action.
6..Wd6 7.d4 exd4 B.21xd4 2.c4!
This useful time-suver is one of the points of
5..5e6.
9.He1 0-0-0 10.52e3 ¥ g6 11.Wf3 .16

#X & K

A4 A44i
A i aw

2ANA

@ QLY
AR A BSAE
= H &

This diagram should clearly demonstrate
one of the attractions of this SOS. With sim-
ple play Black has gained an edge.

12.a3

Neither 12.h37 @h4!, nor 12.Had] 2b4!,
12..22g4 13.b3 Se6

Or 13...G:xe3 14.Wxe3 &¢5 15505 fxeld
16.2e7+ &b8 17.%1xg6 hxg6 18 Hxeld fe6
with equality.

14.5xe6 Wxeb6 15.5:e2 2 ixed

Here 15...2d6!? looks like a good alterna-
tive.

16.%xe3 &b8 17.14 Le7

Quite possible 1s 17...g5!7 planning 18.fxg5 h6.
18.5d4 Wd7 19.2f3 16 20.e5 @5
21.%h1  21.fxg5 fxgs 22.4xg5S WS
2353 Wxc2F. 21...g4 22.exf6 £xf6
23.%e5 Wf5

& X =
Iy i
ANAE H
"
N
Al B B
1 o He

Black's chances arc to be preferred,
Navarro-Radulski, Andorra la Vella 2002,

Variation B3
6.d4
White's most direct move,
6...exd4 7. ¥xd4
As usual this type of ending gives White no
advantage. However, 7.%2°xd4 i&cd 8 Hel ¢5
9.%:b3 b6 is also OK for Black. The game
1.Rogers-Webb, British Team Champion-
ship 2003/04, wemt 9. .Wxdl? 10.Hxdl
4xb3?! 11.axb3 £d6 12.%:¢3 Ze7 13.4¢c3
with a typical plus for White.
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7...%xd4 8.5 xd4 Lca!?

Getting the maximum out of 5...&e6. How-
ever, 8...4d7 is complctely healthy, and in-
deed identical to both 5. %d6 or 5...¥f6
6.d4 exdd 7.¥xd4 Wxd4 8.4wxd4 2d7.
9.8e3 0-0-0 10.7:¢3 Ze7

@K & K
Adhoaiidi
4 A

@ A
AN
A B A A
H H&

Black is already betier as was borme out in
practice;

— 1LEfd] g6 12.6:b3 &ie5 13.5c5 bb
14.82xf8 Bhxig 15.4d4 ¢5 16.0de2 Zcd+
Nukamori-Pesantes, Skopje Olympiad 1972.
- 11.5:h3 b6 12.a4 a5 13.%:d4 g6 14.Bad)
427 15.b3h6 16.Ed3 5 17.63 Ehf8 18.8fd]
fxed 19.40xed %:d5 20.89.f2 &:b4 21.23d2 ¢5
22.40¢2 Lie6F Blaskowski-Timman, Essen
1994, Please note that this was a game froma
¢lock simultaneous.

9.Xe1 0-0-0 10.4e3 c5

Play was cqual in Minet-Dobrev, La Fere
2004, after 10.,.8b4!? 11.¢3 &8 12.13 ¢5
13.6'b3 b6 14.5:182 Zeb 15.f4 L.f6 16.h3
ReT.

11.243 h6 12.b3 Seb

Black has a very nice ending here. A healthy
bishop pair guarantees good chances to play
for & win.
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{ra\J
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ABAN HAR
Boll B &
13.c47!

This weakens the dark squares.

13...4216 14.%:¢c3 Z:g4 15.4c1 15464
g5, 15...16 16.2b2 16.h3 &ie5 17.8:xe5
fxe5 18.%e3 favours Black. but this was
nevertheless the best chance for White.
16...52d6 17.2ad1 ‘2e5 18.5%.xe5 &xe5
This ending (with the bishup on e5) is
much worse. Black is ready to roll on the
queenside. White's pawn majority, on the
other hand, is rendered impotent. 19.h3
19.22al. 19...b5 20.£a1 bxcd 21.bxcd
8xcd4 22.0:d5 2254, 22.4xd5
23.axe5 23.HxdS Hxd5 24.exd5 Lxal
25 Exal #d? is just as lost. 23...4xed
24.Hxd8+ Zxd8 25.L8.xf6 25.Bxc4 Bd1+
26.%h2 fxe5 27.HxeS ¢4 wins. 25...gxf6
26.0xed Zd1+ 27.%h2 Hd4 28.He2
Hd7 29.94 c4 30.Hc2 Hd6é White's
passive pieces are no match for the
well-coordinated  Black king, rook and
c-pawn. So White resigned, Zamarbide
Iharrea-Radulski, Andorra la Vella 2002,

[ hope you will enjoy playing 5...%e7 or
5...2E.c6 in your next gamc!



CHAPTER 11
Adrian Mikhalchishin & Jeroen Bosch

Nimzo-Indian Vitolinsh Gambit
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Let’s play ...b5!

One of the most reliable openings for Black
is the Nimzo-Indian. Nimzowitsch's con-
cept has a strong positional basis — with
Black concentrating on the central squares
(ed und d5), He is ready 10 give up his bishop
for a knight to achieve his aim {(and double
White's pawns in the process).

What happens if an aggressive tactical player
like Alyis Vitolinsh plays the Nimzo-Indian?
Does he play like other chess players? Or is
he able to make his mark on this solid ope-
ning? Clearly, as this is a chapler in an
S0S-book, the last guestion may be an-
swered in the affirmative.

Alvis Vitolinsh was in the habit of plaving an
carly ...b3 in several lines of the Nimzo. [n

one particular line (4.Wc2 0-0 5.a3 &xc3+
6.%xc3 b5!?) his ideu has stood up to the
test.

While this is not the absolute main line
against 4. ¥c2, his line has been played by
such players as: Adams. Nikolic, Adorjan.
Iordachescu, and Anand, to name but a few
of the grandmasters involved.

This article will provide a theoretical survey
of 6...b5. but we will start with a few games
from Vitolinsh in other Nimzo-Indian's:

- Agafonov-Vitelinsh, Riga 1980

— Romanishin-Vitolinsh, Riga 1981

— Zagorskis-Vitolinsh. Frunze 1989

— Gavrikov-Vitolinsh. Severodonetsk 1982
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[0 Nikolay Agafonoy
B Alvis Vitolinsh
Riga 1980

1.d4 %f6 2.c4 €6 3.2¢3 £b4 4.e3 0-0
5.5e2

Reshevsky's line which has a solid reputa-
tion. Vitolinsh stirs things up by playing
5...b5 — a move that he had also played 1wo
years previously against the same opponent
(with success).

5...b5!?

6.cxb5 a6

Mind you, Vitolinsh’s ...bS plan increases
Black's control over the e4- and dS-squares
albeit at the cost of a pawn.

7.bxa6é

Just like in the Volga gambit, White should
wonder whether he wants to go all the way —
developing Black’s bishop in the process.
Two years before Agafonov had tried 7.2d2
5ib7 8.3 (8.bxab &%ixa6) 8..8xc3 9.4xc3
axb5 10.%3xb5 £¢4 | 1.53¢3 £xd2 12.¥xd2
¥ha!? (White has lost time, and has diffi-
culty developing his Kingside, Vitolinsh has
fair compensation for the pawn) 13.h3 d6
14.2g1'? ¢5 15.g3 Wf6 16.8422 2xg2
17.Exg2 %:c6 (clearly, White has problems
with his king) 18.dxc5 @e5 19.¥e2 &:f3+
20311 dxc5 21.g4 £:h4 22.¢5 We7 23.Hgd
g6 24.2¢4 Hab8 25.Ecl ¢4 26.f4 HfcR
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27.Hg2 ¥c7 and now White blundered with
28.b47 71xf41 and Black won in Agafonov-
Vitolinsh, Riga 1978.

Strongest is 7.%g3 when after 7..8b7 (a
later try by Vitolinsh was 7...d5 but White
has a pleasant and safc edge after 8.8d2
%bd7 9.8¢2 %e7 10.a4! axb5 11.axb5 &b7

12.0-0 M.Gurevich-Vitolinsh, Jurmala
1985)
KA W Kdé
244 444
i A4
3&
2 A
Y A @
fiy'a e A
O SWal I

practice has scen:

— 8.f3 d5! 9bxa6 &xa6 10.@xa6 Hxa6!
1 1.0-0c5 (Black has sufficient compensation
owing to his superior structure) 12.a3 exdd4!
3.exd4 2.xc3 14.bxe3 Zx¢6 15.f47! g6 16.15
exf5 17.2h67! He8 18.Wd3 Wc8 19.¢4 dxcd
20.¥xcd 2aS 21.Wxc8 HxcR 22.Racl &icd
23.Bfel Hxa3 and Black converted his extra
pawn in V.Sherbakov-Vitolinsh, Beltsy 1979.
- 8.6d3!7 Sxg2 9.Rgl b7 10.ed &ic8
11.h4 g6!? (Vitolinsh decides to give an ex-
change) 12.6h6 Wxh4 13.¥d2 (13.%h1)
13.. 816 14.e5 Whd 15.&xf8 &xf8 16.4ed
d5 17.exd6 &xcd 18.%cxed cxd6 19.2hl
Wd8 20.bxaé %ixub 21.%f1 d5 Black has
good compensation for the exchange.
Vitolinsh later missed a win before the game
ended in a draw. Utasi-Vitolinsh, Jurmala
1985.

— B.5d2 uxbS (Earlier Vitolinsh had tried
8.8xc3 9.8xc3 axby 10.4&xbs £xg2
I1.Hgl &c6 12805 4ixhS 13.¥xh5t
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Gutman-Vitolinsh, USSR 1979) 9.7xb3
(9.5xb5 ®xg2 10.Hgl £b7) 9.%e7
10.75%3 ¢5 11.dxe5 £xc5 12.Kcl %6 (10
keep some play along the diagonal. The al-
ternative is 12...d5) 13.a3 2e7 14.b4 Dc7
15.%b3 (White is probably a little better.
Vitolinsh now uses his h-pawn to good ef-
fect) 15..h5! 16.h3 h4 17.&8ge2 e5 18.&53g]
d5 (Black’s position is preferable now)
19.40f3 d4 20.4b5 and now, instead of
20...dxe3 (Petkevich-Vitolinsh, Riga 1985)
20...55xb5 21.2xb5 ed was stronger, since
22.0-0 fails to 22..4xd2 23.%2xd2 dxe3
24. W xe3 WdS with a double attack.
7...4xa6 8.47.g3

8.8d2 ¢59.a3 &xc3 10.8xc3 Le4 11.dxcsS
fixe2 12.8xe2 Dixe3 13.bxc3 Wa5 14.0-0
Wxc5 15.%d4 Hc8 16.a4 d5 17.455 is
better for White, as Black cannot take on c3
due to his weak back rank. Tverdokhlebov-
Vitolinsh, Kaluga 1981.

8...4axf1 9.5xf1

White has got rid of the pressure along the
diagonal, but this plan takes up a lot of time -
see the upcoming manoeuvre Zig3-e2.
9.5 10.4g3 Wa5 11.2e2 Ged
12.8d2 %xd2 13.Wxd2 d5 14.0-0
Aan
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Adi
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L
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15.b32!
Or 15.a3 cxdd.

15...2fc8 16.Efc1 Bc77?!

Stronger was 16...cxdd 17.exd4 &a3.
17.9d3 17.a3!. 17...2a3! 18.2d1 £b2
19.Hab1 £bd

With his active counterplay Black preserves
the balance.

20.¥b5 cxd4 21.Oxd4d Wxh5
22.%xb5 Hc2 23.Exb4 Hxe2 24.a4
g57! 25.%d4

25.h4! was stronger.

25...8xd4 26.0xd4 Hc8

White has two connected passed pawns, but
Black gets active play along the second rank.
Good ingredients for an exciting finish in
this double rook ending!

27.Edd1 Hee2 28.b47

This is a (losing) mistake. White must pro-
tect £2 with the passive 28.8f1.

28...2x{2 29.b5 Txg2+ 30.&h1 Txh2+
31.&g1

&
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31...Heg2+

The players — presumably in time trouble —
start repeating the moves. Vitolinsh misses
the win with the typical method 31..hS!
32.b6 ©¢7 33.b7 and now the pawn drops af-
ter (33.a5 is too slow, as 33.. . Hcg2+ 34,11
h4 mates) 33...Hcg2+ 34.&f1 Hd2! 35.Hxd2
Ehl+ 36.&e2 Hxbl—+.

32.%f1 Ha2 33.22g1 Hhg2+ 34.2117?
34.%hl! and Black must find the win with
34__hS5 as indicated above,

34..Eh2
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34...Haf2+1 35 &el Hh2 36.06 Ha2 wins on

the spot.

35.s2g1 Bhg2+ 36.%%h1 Eh2+ 37.&g1
Ye=V2

{J Oleg Romanishin
M Alvis Vitolinsh
Riga 1981

1.d4 516 2.c4 €6 3.7.¢3 2b4 4.g3
Romanishin’s own line, which was later de-
veloped — with impressive results — by Garry
Kasparov.

4...c5 5.213 b5

EAfWe X
) A i4i
AA

QA
A& A
B QW&o H

Objectively this cannot be recommended,
but it demonstrates Vitolinsh's perseverance
in playing this Volga-like plan.

6.cxb5 a6 7.292

Most natural. Surprisingly. Vitolinsh was
not deterred by the result of this game. Five
years later he repcated his ...b5 experiment
in this line. His daring play was rewarded
this time, but the final result had nothing to
do with the vutcome of the opening:
7.dxcS axbs 8.8¢g2 &xc5 9.45e5 d5 10.4:d3
£.¢7 11.49xb5 fie4 (Black has certain com-
pensation for the pawn in the form of his
strong centre which restricts the fianchetto
bishop) 12.0-0 £a6 13.5.d4 0-0 14.2e3
Wd7 15.Hc] Wh7 1623 4d7 17.b4 Efcg

44
LA A
A

A A
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{with Voiga-like compensation for the
pawn) 18.&:b3
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18...Hxcl?! (18...%5¢3! 19.Wd2 Lf6 gives
Black decent play) 19.Wxcl £.xd3 20.exd3
d6 21255 b5 22.%c7 KR 23.Wa7 %f5
24.8cl! Hxcl+ 25.2xcl Wxd3 26.Wxd7
Wdl+ 27661 Wxel 28.%¢6 L8 and now
White started to drift with 29.%¢5?! (instead
29.a4 was logical and strong. Black cannot
create enough counterplay to stop White
from pushing his a-pawn} 29...%5d6 30.\¥d8
WeR 31.Wxce8 %Zixc8 While’s endgame ad-
vantage - if itexists at all —is not 100 impres-
sive. Vitolinsh later won an opposite-
colourcd bishop ending! Piskov-Vitolinsh,
Lvov 1986.

7...0-0 8.0-0 d5 9.bxa6 £xa6 10.dxc5
sixe3

10...2xc5 11.a3 and Black has not enough
for the pawn.

11.bxc3 Zed

Here 11..¥¢c7 followed by 12...%:bd7 looks
better.

12.We2 £:d77!

Stronger was 12...%c7, now White has the
annoying:

13.c6! Gde5 14.2e3 Wc7 15.4d4
Zed

15...e57 16.2:(5 wins material in view of the
threat 17.13.

16.2fb1 a6 17.2b4 £:d6 18.2:13 Eab
19.%e5 Ed8 20.514 Gab




Nimzo-Indian Vitolinsh Gambit
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A pity! Romanishin could huve won spec-
tacularly with 21.&xf7! &xf7 (21..%xf7
22,8 xd6 Bxd6 23.Hb8++—) 22.Wxh7 and
Black has no adequate defence against the
threat of 23. %5 followed by a switch across
the fourth rank. 22..%ccd (22.¥xc6
23.4.xd6 Wxd6 24. Hfd+ eB 25 Wxg? HeB
26.803+—) 23.4e5 Ng8 24 %xed dxed
25.%h5+ &e7 26.Habl planning 27.85b7.
[nstead of 21.22xf7! the move 21.c4 is also
strong.

21...16 22.4,d3 ‘:ced 23.2e3

The threat of 24.8.b6 forces Black into pas-
sivity.

23...%¢c8 24,5 xed dxed 25.7.c5 Wxch
26.Wxe4 Wxed 27.2xed HUxa2
28.%xa6

Less clear is 28.&5xe6 BeB 29.%ic5 Hxed
30.4xed @.xe2! in view of 31.2b87! &f3!
32 Hxc8+ #f7 33.2c7+ dvgb 34.%:d2 Hal+
35.45f! =e2 and Black regains the picce
with clear drawing chances.

28..Hxa6 29.Zb8 Hc6 30.c4 217
31.2b7+ &e7 32.c5 e5 3344 Leb
34.txe5 2d1+ 35.0g2 fxe5 36.5a4
White is better, but the win is not elemen-
tary. Vitolinsh’s next is a blunder.

36...h57 37.495 7:c8 38.Exg7 Hxcs
39.e4!

Suddenly Black's king is under attack.
39...Ec2+ 40.&h3 2d6? 41.Eaa7! 1-0

O A. Zagorskis
B Alvis Vitolinsh
Frunze 1989

1.d4 416 2.c4 €6 3.%:c3 2b4 4.Wc2
The classical vanation. You know by now
what recipe Vitolinsh has in store:
4..b5!?

EA W X
A 4Ai iii
A4

i

.ﬁ..-.‘-fsx.{\:

&Y
ABRWE AR AR
B & SLHHE

Itis interesting that this is how Vitolinsh met
4% c¢2 in later years. In 1982 he ‘invented’
4..0-05.23 £xc3+ 6.Wxc3 bS5 (and played it
with success against Gavrikoy, see the next
game) which is by far the most healthy of his
...b5 concepts. Perhaps he simply did not
want (o play as other people did?

In  Mikhalchishin-Vitolinsh. Riga 1975,
there followed 4...0-0 5.%:f3 (less popular
than 5.a3) 5...b5 6.cxb5 a6 7.e3 2b7 8.bxad
(8.52d2x LSokolov) 8..4xa6 9.8e2 c5
10.0-0 cxd4 11.exdd WaS 12.5d2 Bfcy
13.a3 &xc3 14.bxe3 (14.:2xc3 was not bad
atall) 14...2ed 15.6d3 &xf3 16.gxf3 Wh5
17.%d] e5 I8Hel exd4 19.cxdd Wd5
20.4f4 d6 21.5e4 and White refained the
advantage, although the game later ended in
a draw.

5.cxbb a6 6.bxab6

Matsukevich has recommended 6.e3 axb3
(6...2b7!7) 7.2xbS %h7 B.43 as slightly
beuter for White, Practice also saw 6.2d2
&b7 7.3 0-0 8433 (£ according to Tvan
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Sokolov) 8...axh5 9.4:xb5 Sab 10.£e2 2e4
{1.Wd1 c5 12,00 cxd4 13.43fxd4 and there
is no compensation for the pawn.
Dydyshko-Vitclinsh, Minsk 1988,
6...2xab 7.%:f3 0-0 8.g3

More interesting is 8.e4.

B...d5 9.4g2

9.e3 should have been considered.
9...71bd7 10.0-0 c5

Stronger than the earlier effort: 10...2xc3
11.bxc3 ¢5 12.Rel Wa5 13.8d2 &Ged
14.c417 &1xd2 15.83xd2 cxd4 16.cxd5 Efc8
17.¥dl e5 18.22b3 Wc7 19.f4!7 with the
better game for White. Kakageldiev-
Vitolinsh, Kaluga 1981. The actual move or-
der in this game was 4.%c2 0-0 5.2:f3 bS
6.cxb5 a6 7.bxa6 &xa6 and so on.
11.dxc5 &xc5 12.814 We7

X X
AWALL
£ ida
£4i
£,
@) AY2
r\ll']‘. ﬁ} %’ rﬁ‘- é‘l _3 &
=t S

Black has definitc compensation for the
pawn.

13.Zad1 Rfc8 14.5e5 4b6 15.5:d3
5.d4

Black has very strong pressure. His game is
already preferable.

16.2d2 Hed 17.5e1 D ad?

This gives White a (tactical) chance to come
back into the game. Correct was 17...&x¢3
18.2xc3 (18.bxc3 &£f6 is also better for
Black) [8..5xc3 19.bxc3 W6 and only
Black can win. Or even 19...50a4 20.%xad
Gxd3 21.¥gd Qc2.
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18.Exed

Much better was 18.%:xdS exd5 19.¥Wxad
Bxd3 20.Wxd4 Exe2 21.8b4.

18...dxed 19.¥xad? 19.5:f4! 19...exd3
20.exd3

The alternatives are 20.Wxd4 dxe2 21 & ixe2
Axe2 22.8c3 WS and 20.Exd3 RKcd!
21.9d1 £xd3 22. Wxd3 Hd8.

20...e5 21.Wc2 2b7 22.We2 Wd7

XX L
SNWEARA

4

]
) A &3
W A
HSED

White will be killed along the main diago-
nal.

23.2e4 15

and White resigned.

A ‘g
i

O viktor Gavrikoyv
B Alvis Vitolinsh
Severodonelsk 1982

1.d4 &6 2.c4 eb 3.2:¢3 Qb4 4.Wc2
0-0 5.a3 sxc3+ 6.Wxc3 b5!?
Objectively the best application of any of the
...b5 ideas by the Latvian genius. Black’s
main concept is the break-up of White’s cen-
tre, control of the light squares d5 and c4,
plus the acceleration of his own develop-
ment. Perhaps the pawn sacrifice looks less
convincing than, say, in the Volga/Benko
Gambit. However, of primuary importance
here is the change in the course of the play,
which is rather uncomfortable for White.



Nimzo-Indian Vitolinsh Gambit

7.¢xb5

It is also possible to decline the gambit, but
usually the exchange of the b-pawn for the
more central c4-pawn is theoretically more
advantageous to Black.

Here are some examples,

~7.e3bxc4 8.4.xc4 a5 9.5%e2 2a6! 10, Wxa5
c5! 11.Wxd8 ExdR 12.8xab $xa6 13.Hbl
Hdb8 with pressure for the pawn, Barsov-
Moreno, Calvia Olympiad 2004.

- 7.3 Sic6! 8.cxb5 ixd4 9.¥d3 5 10.e3
@f5 11.ed ©Bd4 12.e5 DdS 13.813 &xi3+
14.¥xf3 &b7 15.Wg3 5! with an excellent
game, Forintos-Zsinka, Budapest 1993.
—7.¢5%:d5 (7...8b7 is also possible) 8. ¥c2
£b7 (8..15!7) 9.0h3 (9.e4 is nevertheless
stronger) 9..f5 10.03 Whd+ [1.g3 We7
12.8g251613.0-0%2¢6 14,6306 15.Wb3 ub
16.cxd6 cxd6 17.61f4 51d8 18.2.d2 g5 witha
complicated game, Schandorff-Sammal-
vuo, Copenhagen |998.

7...a6

This is Vitolinsh's favourite method.

Less good is 7..4d5 8.Wc2 f5 9.4:f3 c6
10.a4 £2b7 11.e3 cxb5 12.4xb5 Ef6 13.0-0
Hgb 14.8e2 Tc6 15802 @16 16.2fc] B8
17.b3 %a8 18.9a3! W7 19.b4 and
Black’s attack has not got going, whereas
White is still a pawn up, Gelfand-Adams,
Palma de Mallorca 1989.

The main line nowadays is 7...c6, which we
will investigate in u theoretical survey below.
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8.e3

It also makes sense to develop the bishep
outside the pawn chain with 8.8.¢5.
8...d6!?

As we have seen Vitelinsh usually played
8...axb$ in such positions.

9.7:f3 2b7 10.bxab

White takes on a6 now that Black has devel-
oped his bishop to b7.

10...%:xa6 11.2e2 ¢5

As in ail these ...bS lines one of the main ar-
guments in favour for Bluck is his domi-
nance in the centre.

12.0-0 Hc8

Black has completed his development, and
is not doing so badly.

13.£d2 cxd4 14.¥xd4 ©:c5 15.WWh4?!
The queen is misplaced here, but is takes a
wonderfully creative manoeuvre Lo demon-
strate this. Stronger is 15.Hadl.

15...4ced 16.58¢17! HeS!

W K&
2 A4i
Adia

X
a W
£5 £3%)
&5 LB AR
H & TE®

A fantastic move — preparing (out of noth-
ing} the attack that follows in the game.
17.%d4 g5! 18.%h3 g4

Absolutely forcing White to open the g-filc.
19.2xg4 1xg4 20.¥xg4+ g5 21.%h3
+hg

To double rooks after which all of Black’s
pieces will contribute to the kingside attack.
Note that the balance has not yet been upset.
22.13 Kfg8 23.947
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White should have resigned himself to
23.fxed Hxg2+ 24 W xg2 Exg2+ 25.dxg2
WpS5+ 26 &2 Wha+ and since White can-
not flee with 27.%e2 the game ends in a per-
petual.

23..25g6! 24.¥h5 516 25.4b5 % xg4!
26.txg4 Wha

White resigned, mate cannot be avoided. A
wonderful game by Vitolinsh.

By now you should be fully inspired by
Vitolinsh’s play. We will now investigate the
theoretical consequences of his 6..55!?
against the Classical Vanation of the
Nimzo-Indian.

1.d4 516 2.c4 e6 3.5:c3 2b4 4.Wc2
0-0 5.a3 £xc3+ 6.¥xc3 b5 7.cxb5 cb

KA W Ko
F 3 A 444
e
£y
A W m oD
& SES A A
B 8 DLHX
The lines now fork:
A) 8.e3
B) 8.a4
C) 8.bxc6
D) 8.8¢5
E) 8.f3
Variation A
B.e3 cxb5 9.2 xb5 ed4 10.Wb3

After 10.Wd3 ©d6 11.4e2 2b7 12.4%3
WeS 13.Hgl Hc8 14.4a4 Whd 15h3 a5t
16.¥e2 c6 17.Wpd We7 the game is un-
clear, Shipov-Rashkovsky, Moscow 2002.
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10...Wg5

Another possibility is 10...2a6 | | Wad &Wg5
12.8f1 £xfl 13.&xf1 46 14.03 &d6
15.5°e2 HabR 16.e4 We7 17.h4 5 and the
weakening of White's king position gives
Black good chances, Vladimirov-Dizdar,
Abu Dhabi 2001.
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11,50 %ic6 12.Wc2

Or 12,513 W6 13.g3 Bb8 14.Wd3 Ws!
15.0c2 Hb6! 16.0-0 &ab6 17.8d! %xe2
18.Wxe2 Hc8 19.%5¢] %asS and Black has
excellent compensation for the pawn,
Baburin-Adams, Kilkenny 1999,

12..15 13.2h3 Wd8 14.b4 Qb7 15.13
Zc8! 16.¥b2 4:16 17.4.d3 Wh6 18.0-0
Lab

and Black has gained compensation for the
pawn, Van Wely-Nikolic. Wijk aan Zee
2000.

Variation B
8.a4 a6
Interesting is 8...2b7!7,
9.bxab
After 9.8¢5 axb5 10.a5 Za6 11.4:f3 c5!
12.dxc5 Zed 13.8xd8 Z:x¢3 14.82b6 Gad
15.3 &36xc5 16.4xc5 &xc5 17.b4 &ab
18.Ebl £b7 the game is equal. Anastasian-
Dizdur, Gothenburg 2005.
9..%e4
9..%:xa6 10.8.25 h6 11.6.xf6 Wxf6 12.4:3
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¢5 13.e3 2b7 with compensation, Granda-
A Rodriguez, Villa Martelli 2005.

10.%Wc2 d5 11.e3 £ixab 12.xxaé

If 12.£d2, then 12..c5! is strong.
12...2xa6 13.5e2

¢ W Eé

444
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13...c5! 14.dxc5 Wa5+ 15.5.d2 7xd2
16.Wxd2 ¥xcS5 17.0-0

and here in the game Van Wely-lordachescu,
Silivei 2003, Black would have donc best to
fight foradraw by 17...8.xe2 18.¥Wxe2 Wh4,

Variation C
8.bxc6 Zixch 9.b41?
Practice has also seen:
~ 9.%g5 b7 10463 HeB 11.Wd3 ¥he!
12.5xf6 gxf6 13.e3 Wxb2! 14.Ebl Wa2
15.5:d2 (15.Exb7 22b4! intending 16...Hel)
15...5%a5 16.¥b5 Forintos-Dizdar, London
1983, und now strongest is 16...He2 17.8.d3
2xd2 18.6.xh7+ g7,
- 9.3 &a6!? 10.8g5 h6 11.5x{6 Wxf6
12,63 &xfl 13, dxf] Hfc 14, Wd2 e5 15.d5
wie7 16.e4 Ecd 17.¥e2 Hack with quite
good compensation, M.Bensdorp-Van Eijk,
Dieren 2003.
— 9.e3&b710.b3 He8 11.9b2 8b6 12.%4:63
a5 13.0d2 Sed 14504 BExcd! 15.8xcd
d516.2d3 d:xb3!, Elbilia-Ashley, Bermuda
1999, and now if 1 7.Ebl there is 17... a5+
18.&f1 Lixc! 19.¥xcl.
9...4a6!

Weakeris 9...2b7 10.7:f3 Hc8 1 1. ¥Wb2 7ie?
1223 2ed4 13.2d2 Wbe 14.5e5 He2
15.¥b3 Hfc8, Kouatly-Stangl, Augsburg
1988, and herc 16.5:¢4! gives White an ad-
vantage.

10.£05

After 10.e3 Sxfl 11.¢uxfl Hc& Black has a
lead in development.

10..h6 11.&xi6 Wxf6 12.213 Hach®
13.Wb2

X K&
F 3 A AA
£ A AW
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ki AAAA
= & X
13..Hc7! 14.e3
After 14.b5 &xb5 15.¥xb5 &:xdd Black has
a strong attack.
14...2xf1 15.&xf1 Hfc8 16.0e2
If 16.Ecl there is 16.. W g6!.
16...%:a5 17.Xhc1 ¢4 18.Wc3
I 18.9¥b3, then 18... e5' is strong.
18...e5 19.%¥d3
After 19.dxeS %xe5 20.¥h2! the game is
equal.
19...d6 20.5:d2
After 20.d5 &b2 21.Hxc7 Hxc?7 22.¥d2
Wy6! Black hus threats,
20..0xd2 21.¥xd2 exd4 22.exd4
Hxc1 23.4xc1 Hxc1 24.Wxc1 Wxd4
25.%Wc8+ h7 26. W5+ g8
Draw, Polugaevsky-Dzindzichashvili,
Reykjavik 1990.

Varlation D
8.295 cxb5 9.e3 £b7 10.13
This gives slightly more chances than
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10.4:£3, after which Black can attack either
bishop with satisfactory play:

— 10..h& 11.8h4 {or 1] &x{6 Wxf6 12.Hcl
Za6! 13.2xb3 HacR 14.Wd2 Web 15.8e2
Hxcl+ 16.%xcl HcR with an excellent
game, Olafsson-Seirawan, Reykjavik 1990)
11..g512.8g3 Ged 13.WcT7 Wxc? 14.8xc7
Hc8 15.2xb8 Haxb8 and Black has a quite
splendid endgame, Zaiats-N.Kosintseva,
Samara 2005.

— 10...a6 11.8e2 Zic6 12.0-0 2oed 13.¥xch
fxc6 14.8xd8 Rfxd8 and White has alto-
gether no chance of an advantage, Bareev-
Anand, Monaco blindfold 2005.

10...a6

Also good is 11)...h6 1 1.2xf6 Wxf6 12.h3
Hc8 13.d2 a6 14.8d3 d6 15.0-0 &d7
16.Had1, Kramnik-Adams, Dortmund 1998,
and after 16...We7 or 16..%b6 Black has
nothing to fear.

11.4d3

But not |1.8xf6 Wxf6 12.Wc7 Wds!
13.%xb7 51c6 14.8xb5 WaS+ 15,1 Qa7
16.54 W xb5+ and Black is better.
11...4¢6 12.55h3

The other knight route 12.%¢2 hé 13.2h4
Hc8 14.0-0! &e5 15.Wd2 &4 also gives
White nothing,

12...h6

X
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13.4.xf6
After 13.8h4 £:d5! 14, 2xd8 &ixc3 15.5h4

X
i
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L]
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&d5 16.e4 &3b6 17,812 dS! 18.e5 bd! Black
has an excellent game.

13..Wxi6 14.0-0 Zac8 15.Wd2 e5!
16.d5

16.dxe5 &xeS 17,414 d5! 18.Hacl Zicd
19.% xc4 dxc4 is somewhat better for Black.
16...5e7

16...21b817.

17.e4

Or 17.d6 &\g6 18.%e4 Sixed 19.fxed Web!.
17...Wb6+ 18.412

If 18.%h1, then 18... f5! is strong.

18...\6 d6!

The endgame would favour White,
19.Zac1 5 20.We3

Or 20.Wa7 Hc7\.

20...Exc1 21.Hxc1 fxed 22.fxed Uc8
23.2f2 b4?!

23..Bxcl+!? 24.¥xcl Wb6! with equal
play was somewhat more accurate.

24 Hxc8+

24.8e2!.

24..%xc8 25.&f1 bxa3 26.bxa3
Wbé 27.Wxb6 &xbb6 28..:d3 d6
29.%b2

Unclearis 29.43b4 a5 30.55¢6 Sxc6 3).dxc6
&f7.

29..&17 30.&f2 Le7 31.Le3 &d8
32.&d2 &c7 33.&e3

Draw, Morovic-Tordachescu, Tripoli 2004.

Varlation E
8.13!
Obviously best — White tries 10 set up a
strong centre and is not interested in mate-
rial. In the event of 8...cxb5 9.e4 a6 10.2d3
(or 10.%e3!M 10..4c6 11.Ge2 £b7
12.52¢2!? (also good is 12.b3 Hc8 13.¥b2
with advantage to White) 12...d6. Golod
now recommends 13,%e3 which retains an
advantage.
8...22d5
Evidently the right continuation. Black does
not have to fear 9.d2 {5 10.£h3 (or 10.e3
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cxb5 11.8xb5 #ixe3!F) 10..cxb5 11.e3
(11.e4 fxed 12.fxed &:f6 13.4d3 2b7 with
counterplay) [1..&c6! 12.&xb5 &as
13.9d3 Hb8 14.b4 Bxb5! 15.bxas £a6 with
an exceilent game for Black — or 15.¥xb5
b3 16,2bl Whd+ 17242 Sixel 18.Excl
fixe3,

9.%d3 1517

Play is very sharp after 9...cxb5 10.¢4 &e7
(weaker is 10..2366 11.2°h3, or 10...%c7
11.43h3%) 11.5h3 Z3be6 12.2e3 d5 13.2dl
e3l.

10.e4

First 10.23h3 cxb5 11.e4 is also interesting.
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10...2b6

Interesting is  10..%¢7 11.5h3 Zxb5
12.8e3 $a6 13.Wc2 Kiriakov-Wells,
Hastings 200142, and here 13..Wa5+
14.¥d2 Wxd2+ 15.8xd2 fxed 16.fxed 2:d6
17.5.d3 when White is slightly better.
11.ext5

Black was all right after 11.£3h3 cxb5
12.6p5 WeB 13.4f41 d5! 14.exfS Lc6!
15.¥e3 e5! Bu-Motylev, Moscow 2044 Or
15...%5c4! 16.2xc4 bxed with equality.
11..2xf5 12.Wed cxb5 13.2d3 4d5
14.%g4 IKf8 15.2h6 Lf7 16.2g5
Was+ 17.2d2 b6 18.¥h4 h6
19.%:e2

With somewhat the better game, Miles-
D.Gurevich, New York 1989.




CHAPTER 12
Mark van der Werf

Bishop First: 1.d4 d5 2.8.4

EAS W 0 A K
442 Aiii
i
A ©

ARYA A RS AR
EH WHeHEH

The Improved London System

The London System. charucterized by the
moves d4. 563 and &4 is generally known as
a sohid choice for White. It is possible against
virtually every Black sct-up. It is therefore
popular among players who do not want to
spend much time on opening preparation.
Recently an aggressive variation of the
London System has come into focus
against 1...d5. In this variabon White de-
lays the development of the king's kmight
and plays 2.214, which has some advan-
tages compared 10 2.%:13.

1. White cun move his queen into an attack-
ing position on the Kingside more easily.
2. After swapping the dark-squared bishops
White can gain space with [4 directly.
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3. White can react more adequately to an
early queenside initiative by Black. which
involves ... #b6 in combination with ...c6 or
5

In the past the Croatian grandmaster Vlatko
Kovacevic has played the London System
consistently with lots of success. In 2005 he
wrote a comprehensive book about the Lon-
don System together with Norwegian Sverre
Johnsen. Grandmasters Luc Winants and
Jonathan Rowson are currently making many
interesting  contributions 1o the theory ot
2.&fd. Their games show that the London
System often leads to adventurous positions
in which both White and Black can have their
share of fun.
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This chapter is divided into three sections
which contain one or more illustrative
games. In Section 1 Black reacts with ..c5
and tries to attack White's queenside. which
is deserted by the bishop. Section Jl deals
with the Slav set-up by Black with ...cf.
Finally. in Section III Black plays an early
...e6 leading to a classical Queen’s Gambit
set-up.

i. Black plays ...c5

An early 2...¢5 is the most critical reply by
Black. White can react with the solid 3.e3 or
sacrifice a pawn with 3.e4 to go into an Albin
Counter-Gambit with an extra tempo. We
will start with the latter and see some wild
and unusual positions.

[0 Luke McShane
B Miguel Illescas Cordoba
Gothenburg 2005

1.d4 d5 2.5214 ¢5 3.e4

KA W0 AKX
di Aidi

i

[}

=4
L

3...dxed

If Black docs not want to get involved in an
Albin Counter-Gambit with a tempo less. he
has some alternatives:

- J.cxdd 4.Wxdd Fc6 5.¥WxdS WxdS
6.exd5 b4 is not an equalizer after 7.57a3
2ixd5 8.0-0-0! e6 9.4b5+ &Le7 10.2¢23.

— With 3...42f6 Black can get a solid posi-
tion as long as he answers 4.e5 with 4...%:fd7
(but not 4..%:g8 5dxc5 et 6.40d2 &xc5
7.3 £b6 8 Wgd which gave White u
pleasant advantage in the game Laurent-
Savchenko, Metz 2005). White’s only try for
the initiative would be 5.e6 fxe6 6.£:t3 but 1
don’t think he will have enough compensa-
tion. Instead of 4.5 Whitc can also play
4,533 which is more in the spirit of the vari-
ation. After 4., &:xed 5.6 xed dxed 6.dxc5 a
sharp position arises with chances for both
sides.

— Another way to mect 3.e4 is 3...%:¢6. The
classic example is the correspondence game
Bischoff-Estes from 1945 which continued
with 4.25¢3 cxd4 5.exd5 dxc3 6.dxct Wa5?
(much better is 6...¥xd |+ 7.2xd1 bxc6 and
Black is in good shape. He can counter the
nuive looking 8.5¢7 with 8...66 9.bxe3 Se7
and after completing his development,
Black has a superior pawn structure) 7.b4
Wxbd 8.¥dS Sieb 9.3 0-0-0 10.cxb7+
and Black resigned becuuse of 10...Wxb7
11.5u46. Because 4.5:¢3 does not lead to ad-
vantage, White tried 4.exd5 Wxd5 5.¢5:¢3 in
the game Rowson-Stojanovic, Verona 2(X)6,
when 5...Wf5

A X
44

b
DE e

X
F 3 )

-y o

&

>

2B & ) g :"u\ &
= WDl
— 6.%d2? led to trouble after 6..cxd4

75bS eSS 8&xT+ &d8 9.4:xaf exfd
10.0-0-00 Ze6 because £:a8 is doomed.
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— The game Winants-Van der Werf, Nether-
lands tt 2005/06, featured the better try
6.82¢3 cxd4 7.4b5 Ld7 8.%xd4 but Black
should have gotten an equal position with
8..Wa5+ instead of 8...51xd4.

— White's best move is probably 6.2g3!. He
has enough compensation after 6...%7:xd4 (or
6. Web+ 7.00ge2 3xd4 8. Wd2 g6 9.0-0-0
Ah6 10.4f4) 7.2d3 Weo+ 8.00ge2.

4.d5 D6

4. Wb6 is a forcing alternative, but it is risky
and probably unwise to go after b2 if you are
already a centre pawn up. After 5.%3c3 Wxb2
6.4b5+ &d7 7.&4xd7+ 7 xd7 8.2ge2 Wb6
9.0-0 White's compensation is obvious.
5.%1c3 ab

This move is popular among grandmasters,
probably because they don’t want to be dis-
turbed by %ib5. However, the alternative
5...26 looks healthy enough. After 6.Wd2
(6.40b5!"7 a6 7.d6 £.g4 8.13 exf3 9.gxf3 led
to victory in an antique simultaneous exhibi-
tion game by Spielmann, but should be un-
successful after 9..%e6 10.d2 2g7. In-
stead of 8.f3 White can improve with 8.8.e2
after which he has compensation) 6...8.p7
7.0-0-00-0 8.82.h6 and White has some typi-
cal ‘Albin’ compensation for the pawn. Also
8.f3ext39.4:xf3 gives Whitc compensation.
6.We2

Again the most popular move, The naturai
alternative to prevent b3 is 6.a4 which leads
to positions where White can claim compen-
sation, for instance: 6..g6 7.8cd4 Sg7
8.4ge2 (better thun 8.f3 Wb6! 9.Rb1 Wbd
and Black has a pawn plus the initiative)
8...0-0 9.0-0 &bd7 10.5°¢3 £1b6 11.£a2 c4
12.d6. Note that square a2 is available for the
bishop because of the a6-a4-intermezzo.
6...g6

In this game Black uses 4 logical developing
scheme. Inferior aliernatives are:

- 6..2f57.0-0-07bd7 8.h3 Wb69.p4 Gg6
10.f3 &5 11.dxe6 fxe6 12.fxed e5 13.2h2
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and White won quite easily in Winants-
Korneev, Warsaw Ech 2005.

— 6...e6 7.0-0-0 Wa5 which was played a
few days later by Tregubov against Winants
and Black gained a slight advantage after
8.d67! (better is 8.3 &e7 9.fxed 0-0 10.4413
with some advantage for White) 8...%c6
9.%&ble5 10.2d25d4 11.We Wb 12.4g5
Re6 13.8xF6 gxf6 14.%1xed.

~ 6..%g4, a strange move which was
played in Goossens-Purnama, Barcelona
2005. White should have reacted with 7.f3
exf3 8.gxf3 £f59.0-0-0g6 10.22e4! with ad-
vantage for White,

- 6..%xd5 7.0-0-0 <6 8.Wxed, which is
probably the worst possibility, After for ex-
ample 8...2e7 9.6:xdS exd5 10.Kxd5 Wa$s
11.2c4 Seb 12.He5 &ic6 13.Hxeb fxeb
14. ¥ xc6 White has a more than pleasant ini-
tiative.

KEasWed X
3 Ad A

3 A i
4

1A
AR AW AR
ot B0

7.0-0-0 &g7 8.2xed Zixed 9. Wxed
0-0 10.2c47?!

White is forced to take this one back soon,
10...215

The immediate 10..b5 11.d6 Ha7 12.5p5
gives White some advantage.

11.%f3 b5 12.411

Now 12.d6 is no good, because after
12..bxcd 13.%xa8 Wb 14.c3 &:c6 Black
wins the White queen. White seems to be in
trouble. After 12.£d3 Sxd3 13.Wxd3 Wa5
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14.a3 ¢1d7 Black has attacking chances, but
it might be better than the game.

12...%¥a5 13.94

Forced, because 13.&bl Wbd 14.b3 c4 give
Black a strong attack.

13...Wxa2

Spectacular but unnecessary. 13...%c8! is a
nice echoof 12.8f1 and looks powerful after
1443 @b7 15.8g2 %d7 followed by
% bb-c4.

14.gxf5 Wxb2+ 15.5d2 &2:d7

After 15..¥b4d+ 16.¢%e2 Black can force a
draw with Wed+ or play for a win with
16...a5.

16.2e2 4:b6 17.%b3 16

17..6xd5 18.Wxb2 £xb2 19.fxg6 hxgh
looks like a better option. Now White gradu-
ally improves his position.

18. el Wxf5 19.2h3 Wf6 20.Rg1
¢4 21.Kg3 b2 22.2b1 Z:c4 23.8d1
£b2 24.Xb1 %ic4 25.2g2

X X ¢
P
F 3 Wi
AR A
A o}
W ot
.-‘n'\, J(" tg ‘!;‘ &
u &

That is a bold decision. White refuses a draw
by repetition and is soon rewarded for his
courage.

25...Jad8 26.h4 hé 27.h5 g5?
Necessary was 27...e6 to create some space
for the queen. Now Black loses the exchange
by force.

28.8¢7 Bd6

28...Edc8 29.213 traps the queen!
29.5xd6 exdé 30.Y13 Wds 31.Wf5

Ee8 32.5e4 &18 33.113 Wab+ 34.c3
Ze5 35.0e3 ¢4 36.0f3 eb 37.Hg3
Wa2 38.14

The decisive breakthrough.

38...gxf4 39.Wxf4 Wca 40.%f2 5\d7
41.Exg7 &xg7 42.Eg1+

Black gets mated.

Asmentioned earlier, While does not have to
gointo these kinds of complications. Instead
he can play 3.e3, after which Black’s main
reactions are 3. Wb6, 3...4¢6 and 3..2:16.
The next game features ...&c6 and is another
example of the sharp positions that the
Improved London System can produce.

J Anthony Miles
M Ara Minasian
Ohrid 2001

1.d4 d5 2.414 c5 3.e3 %:c6
3...¥W'b6 is the most aggressive approach, be-
cause White does not have Wb3 at his dis-
posal. But he has an interesting option,
which is also possible in other variations, if
White does not play an early c3. 4.2:¢3 6
5.42b5 a6 6.24.

XKia #8AK
F 3 A44i

AR
b W oGV H
It will be difficult for Black te activate his

queenside from this position. In the game
Pelyakova-Kachkina, Protvino 2001, Black
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used the most direct method, but was unsuc-
cesstul: 6...c4 7.¢3 £d7 {temporarily win-
ning a pawn, but White will regain it easily)
8.b3 2xb5 9.axb5 Wxb5 10.bxc4 dxcd
11, %¥ad Wxad 12.Bxad &f6 13.8xc4 5rd5
14.&xd5 cxd5 15.%43 and White kept the
queenside under pressure with &d2 and
Hbl.

4.c3 Wb6 5.Wb3 c4 6.Wc2 4f5

With knights on £3 and f6 this is a strong
movc, but now it is dubious, because pawn
d3 drops off.

7.\ xf5!

7. Wcl &6 8.60d2 e6 9.5313 is not the way
to get an opening advantage.

7...Wxb2 8.¥xd5

X CRC N P
F W Aiddi
A
W
A &
22
iy 8 AR
=42 DaNE
8. \Wel+

Critical is 8...Wxal because White's king is
much worse on el. After 9.%b5 a6 (after
9..0-0-0 10.5xcd e5 11.%2e2 exfd 12.0-0
Black’s queen will drop oft) 10.#xb7 Z:d8
11.¥ed! (11.¥xa8 Wxbl+ 12.%e2 e5
[3.6xe5 Wd3+ 14. 33 WXl 15.5¢7 Re7
16.2xd8 &xd8 17.Wc6+ is only a draw)
11..2c8 (11...Wb2 12.2xc4 Wel+ 13.de2
also favours White) 12.Wc2 &f6 13.243
&d5 14.5:d2 followed by 2xcd and 0-0, af-
ter which White has an overwhelming ad-
vantage. He already has two pawns for the
exchange and Black's queen is sill in
trouble.
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9. 1e2 Wh2+ 10.213 4116
10..%xal 11.2xc4 eb
13.%5e2 does not help either.
11.¥xcd Wxal 12.%b3 0-0-0 13.2b5
White is going to play %:¢2, Hcl and &id2.
Therefore Black tries to confuse matters, but
Miles decides the game quickly.

13..25a5 14.Wc2 a6 15.84d3 eb5
16.4xe5 &:d7 17.214 Se7 18.2°h3 g5
19.4xg5 1-0

12.8b5 0-0-0

In the following game Black combines ...c5
with ...23f6 and ...%c6, It results in a much
quieter game and may be Black’s safest
method.

[0 witalis Sapis
B Oleg Korneev
Cappelle la Grande 2004

1.d4 d5 2.214 c5

Note that 2...%f6 3.e3 ¢5 4.¢3 &6 is a more
forcing move order which rules out 3.e4
3.e3 7:c6 4.c3

The alternative 4.%:f3 &if6 5.5¢3 fgd
6.5¢e2 e6 7.0-0 fe7 8.h3 £hS5 9.%0e5 fxe2
10.¥¥xe2 gave equal play in the game V.
Kovacevic-Doric, Rabuc 2004,

Note thatin this chapter T will concentraie on
postponing &if3 for as long as possible for
the reasons outlined above.

4..%:16 5.4d2

After 5.%2(3 Wbt 6.Wb3 c4 7.Wc2 &f5
Black already is slightly better due to his
space advantage.

5..5815

Black immediately occupies the important
b1-h7 diagonal. The text move looks better
than the alternatives 5..Wb6 6.Wb3 c4
7.%c2 gb Bed and S..cxdd b.exdd L(5
7.8b3 Wl 8.813 e6 9.5e2. In both cases
the game is fairly equal but somehow
White's position seems easicr to play.
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6.2:gf3

6.Wb3 invites Black to play on the queen-
side. The position after 6..¥Wc8 7.%gf3 c4
8.Wd1 h6 is still equal however.

6...e6

Perhaps White can claim 4 small advantage
after 6..Wb6 7.%°h4 £d7 8.Wb3 intending
8..cd 9.2

7.%b3 Ycs

7. Wh6 8. Wxb6 axb69.4b5 £:d7 10.0-01sa
little better for White, because Black's
queenside pawns are potential weaknesses.
8.2h4

X W &8 K
44 444
A 44
AL £

A 82 9

wWa A
l\ é’g @ {Ins ."i;": (‘nﬁ
H o) P~

8..4e4 943 &g6 10.xg6 hxgb
11.g4 2e7 12.692 a6 13.593

After a sequence, which is common to the
Slav, White should have tried to castle 1o the
queenside. The situation after 13.dxc5 Z:d7
14.0-0-0 &xe5 15.¥c2 e5 16.4¢3 is un-
clear,

13..b5 14.a3

Here 14,212 looks better. Now Black com-
pletely outplays his opponent on both wings.,
14...%3a5 15.%d1 cxd4 16.exd4 Zicd
17.5xcd Wxed 18.611 Web 19.2d3
2d6 20.&f2 Pe7 21.%e2 Hh3
22.Hag1 Eah8 23.Hg2 ¢eB

After some excellent preparation Black
refuses to harvest. Simply 23..8xg3+
24 Hxg3d Hxh2+ 25.Hxh2 Hxh2+ wins a
pawn and gives good winning chances.

24 He1 &:c7 25.14 a5 26.15

Now White is back in the race,
26...2xg3+ 27.hxg3 b4 28.axb4 axb4
29.fxg6 f6 30.g5 bxc3 31.gxf6+ gxf6
32.%ec2 H3h5 33.¥xec3 Wxed
34.bxc3

White is a pawn up, but Black’s position is
solid enough.
34..2g5 35.04
37.dxe5+

37.863 &5c8 38.4F5 ¢4 39.He3 Fch does not
bring White more than a draw either.
37..fxe5 38.2f5 ‘e6 39.&g3 f4
40.0h2 Hxh2 41.%xh2 &xgé
42.2xg6 Hxgb6 43.%93 Hg8 44.&h4
=Zh8+ 45.5295 e4 46.c4 &e5 47.cxd5
Eg8+ 48.&%h5 <14 49.0e1 INgS+
50.&h6 Hxg4 51.d6 Hg8 52.Hf1+
Fe3 53.d7 we2 54.Bf7 e3 55.He7
Hd8 56.96 &d2 Yo=Ya

&dé 36.He3 e5

Il. Black plays ...c6

This is Black’s most solid and popular reply,
when the nature of play is lurgely strategical,
The next game is an excellent example of
some positional themes.

0 Lue Winants
B Kivanc Haznedaroglu
Warsaw 2005

1.d4 d5 2.£14 ¢6 3.3 Wb6

Otherwise White can play 4.¢4, resulting in
a Slav where White's dark-squared bishop is
well placed on f4. Forexample, after 3. &5
4.c4 Zxbl (the alternative 4..66 5.Wb3
Who6 6.¢5 Wxb3 7.axb3 gives White a clear
advaniage, because he will atiack on the
queenside with b4 and b5) 5. ¥ xb1 (in order
to mect 5. %Wa5+ with 6.b4) 5...e6 6.8d3
2bd+ 7 &e2 136 8.c5 bd7 9.a3 £a5 10.b4
#cT7 11.8xc7 ¥xc7 12.f4 White had a huge
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space advantage in the game Sergeev-
Belikov, Alushta 2005.

4.b3

4 %¥cl is a good altesnative,

4.4f5 5.2d3 £xd3 6.¥xd3 426
7.%513 e6 8.0-0 2e7 9.c4 Wab

XA & X
F W 2444
W A 44
i
A 2
ALNWA L
) 68 AN
=) jugfe)

Pinning the c-pawn. Instead after 9...5bd7
10.5¢30-0 11.c5 ¥d8 12.h3 White is better
because he will advance his queenside
pawns and Black has no counterplay in the
centre,

10.2bd2 0-0 11.ed dxed 12.%xed
Gixed 13.Wxed 7.d7 14.\e2

A multi-purpose move defending a2 and in-
troducing a pin along the e-file.

14...Rfe8 15.Had1

On a later occasion, Winants put his rook on
cl. The position was equal after 15.Hacl
W5 16,2501 W5 17 803 776 18.0e5 Wed
19.%b2 in the game Winanis-Lemmers,
Enschede 2005.

15...2ad8 16.h4

White opens a new front as Black is OK in
the centre.

16...b5

Black starts a counterattack to gain control
over d5.

17.8¢1 ©b6 18.5.95 5xg5 19.hxgs
bxc4 20.bxc4d c5 21.dxc5 Sd7
22.Bfd1 oixeb 23.0e5

White is still slightly better with his passed
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pawn and acuve knight on e5 which has the
support of pawn g5.

23..¥b7 24.0xd8 Uxd8 25.2d1 218
This looks odd. When under pressure, swap-
ping pieces usually gives relief. The logical
25.. Hxdi+26.¥xdl Wc7 27 W13 ho 28.g6
fxgb 29.%22xg6 Fh7 seems equal.

26.%e3 Wc7 27.93 167! 28.gxf6 Hxf6
29.2:f3

It seems strange to remove the knight from
its ideal square, but White wants it on b3 to
chase the Black knight fromits ideal square.
29..h6 30.2d4 Wd7 31.2d2 Wad?!
32.2b3 ©a6?

s
i A
A AE A
‘y f{i:
&) W A
A g B
o)

Black's f6 has put him into trouble, but this is
the decisive mistake. Black should swap,
although White is better after 32...%2xb3
33.axb3. The game continvation 33.2d8+
&h7 34.Wed+ Hg6 35.Wa8 Hf6 36.Xh8+
&6 37. Wed+ &f7 38.Wh7+ g6 is not de-
cisive here.

33.0d8+ wh7 34.Wed+ Egb 35.WaB
Hg5?!

35...Kf6 is more tenacious.

36.0h8+ g6 37.Wed+ &7 38.2d4
£e5 39.Wf4+ Ggb 40213 Wdi+
41.&%g2 Hd3 42.Wed+ &f6 43.018+
Fe7 44.Wa8 S d6 45.0dB+

45 Wb8+ mates even quicker.

45...%e7 46.JeB+ Ld6 47.Wd8+ &cb
48.Ixeb+ &c5 49.Wa5+ 1-0
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HI. Black plays ...e6

Anearly ...e6 implies that Black temporarily
keeps his bishop inside the pawn chain. Itisa
little bit passive and may invite White to at-
tack. In the first game Black plays ...2d6,
but swapping the dark square bishops does
not solve his problems.

[J Jonathan Rowson
M Stewart Haslinger
Scarborough ch-GBR 2004

1.d4 d5 2.4f4 e6 3.e3 ¢5 4.c3 %6
5.2d2 £d6

If Black wants to play ...2.d6, he should do it
on his third move. With his ¢-pawn already
on ¢3, more dark squares get weak.

6.4xd6 Wxd6 7.Wg4!

Xihel&llaK
idi A4i

B B SobE

The delay of ¢3f3 cnables this strong move.
7...96 8.529f3 We7

8...5 9.W g3 is not nice for Black, but now
he threatens ¢35 again.

9.Wf4 cxd4

It is surprising that Black already has prob-
lems with his development. For example,
9...&:6 drops a pawn after 10.dxc5.
1C.exd4 W6 11.We3

Of course White keeps the gueens on the
board.

11..h5

11...£3ge7 looks more natural, but White has
a clear advantage anyway. Black’s main
problem is that he has a bad bishop and has
to wait passively.

12.8b5 &d7 13.%:e5 &Hxe5 14.dxe5
We7 15.2d3

Now White preserves his excellent bishop.
15...50h6 16.°2f3 &f8

White's preferred plan is to castle in the op-
posite direction of Black's king and now he
can, because Black has finally commitied
his king. Within a few moves Black will he
under attack.

17.h3 &g7 18.%f4 a6 19.g4 &b5
20.8c2

Still keeping the bishop.

20..d4 21.%:xd4 fc6 22.Hg1 hxgd
23.hxg4 2d5 24.0-0-0

X X
i WA e
F 3 4 44
& A
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AL 2
S E B

A nice moment to castle with pawn a2 hung-
ing. Black cannot take because of 24... &xa2
25. 916+ Wxf6 26.exto+ Hf8 27.b3.
24..%h4 25.2b3

Now it is time to swap bishops because 2d5
is a good defender.

25...2xb3 26.axb3 £:g8 27.4013

White directs his whole army to the kingside
and leaves Black defenceless,

27..We7 28.2:g5 Ef8 29.Eh1 Hhé6
30.75e4 Hd8 31.Dde1 Hd3 32.HExh6
#xhé 33.2h1 &gB 34.516 Wb
35.2h7+ 1-0
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If you think that was a crushing victory, you
really should take a look at the following
‘classical’ game. It sees Black developing
traditionally and soon White is on the attack.

O Dragutin Sahovic
B Giancarlo Franzoni

Biel 1980
1.d4 d5 2.5:3
If White had played 2.514 here, then the
game would have been perfect, but develop-
ing the bishop first is a modern subtlety.
2..e6 3.214 c5 4.3 iic6 5.3 &f6
6.%:bd2 Le7
With a slightly different move order we have
reached a position which will occur often
from the London set-up. With his last move
Black threatens to remove %f4 from play
with &h5. White prevents this and plays a
better move than the standard &d3.
7.%7e5 0-0?

XieW
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[t is too early to castle. For the rest of the
game White will aim all of his pieces at the
poor king on g8. Better is 7...2xeS 8.2xe5
£d79.2d3 b6 10.¥c2 b5 as inthe game
Suskovic-Dumitrache, Zagreb 1997, and

now White’s only try for an advaniage is
Ll.c4 dxcd 12.5xc4 Bxed 13.¥xcd.

106

8.4d3 £d7

Black could try to get his f-pawn in between,
bt White has a powerful attack after
8..55d7 9. &hS 5 10.p4.

9.%f3 Hc8 10.¥h3 g6 11.2h6 Hed
12.f4 & :xe5?

Very cooperative. White now gets an half
open f-file for free and the black knight is
forced to an awkward square,

13.1xe5 2 h5 14.g4 2397 15.0-0

EWE &
Ai 229614
A 4

Ai
& r&\
58 IA W
AL @ &3
=t =g

White often castles on the opposite side in
order to launch an attack, but here castling
kingside puts the king safe and a rook on the
attractive f-file.

15...2f8 16.%:¢3 b5 17.244 h5

White threatened Who, &S, &xgs, Gf6
with a decisive mating attack, but the text
move causes similar problems.

18.gxh5 %3xh5 19.6h6 g7

19...He8 does not save the game after
20.¥ g4 followed by $.xg6.

20.%h1 b4 21.2g1 4:f5 22.4:g5 bxc3
23.897 1-0
A good example of how a quiet set-up can
trn into 4 irresistible attacking position.

i
§o}

Hopefully this chapter has inspired you to
play some cntertaining games with the
Improved London System. And remember:
bishop first!



CHAPTER 13
Jeroen Bosch

Surprise in the Najdorf
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6.¥3: Just another legal move?

One of Black’s most successful “defences’is
surely the Najdorf. What is White to do? The
former main linc 6.8.g5 has been analysed
down 10 the draw. The most popular choice
6.%e3 makes for exciting chess, but also for
a lot of theory, Solid but nothing special is
6.4¢2, nor do 6.8.¢c4 or 6.4 promise much
in the way of an opening advantage. Apart
from these five most frequently played lines,
five other legal moves were also tried in the
past (6.a4, 6.3, 6.h3.6.2d3and 6.13). In the
1990s 6.Hg!l became popular even at the
highest level. This move could very well be
the subject of an SOS-issue if it were not for
the fact that black players are hardly sur-
prised anymore when faced with this rook

movc. So what move is it that this SOS hayin
store for you? Fear not, dear rcader, it is not
6.Bb1(!), but the perhaps slightly less
shocking 6.3,

The point of the early queen move is to pre-
vent some typical Nuydorf manoeuvres and
to follow a development plan along the lines
of 2e3, 0-0-0, and gd-g5 (sometimes pre-
pared by h3). There is no existing theory:
ECO. NCO, and Nunn/Gallagher's The
Compiete Najdorf do not mention 6.¥f3,
So, a lot of points for surprise value! The ab-
sence of analytical source material, of
course, also means that there is a lot of room
for your own analysis and creative ideas.
Now what about points for soundness?
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While | certainly would not say that 6. %3
refutes the Najdort (but then again what
six-move alternative does?), 1t is only fairto
stress that so far White's practical results
have been excellent. Admittedly, making
large statistical claims on the basis of so few
games would be ludicrous, so | am going to
avoid that.

The five selected games in this chapter speak
in favour of 6.9f3. They are fun to play
through and to analyse. And while you are in
the mood, why not try 6.¥f3 in your next
Najdorf!

1.e4 c5 2,513 d6 3.d4 cxd4 4.7:xd4
16 5.7¢3 ab 6.Wf3

Now why develop your queen so early? Let
us first see what set-ups White is preventing.
First of all, there is 6...e5 (the real Najdorf
move), After 7.%5f5 White is a liule better.
Also unsatisfactory is 6...%¢c6, as after
7.%5xc6 bxch 8.e5! dxeS 9. xcH+ &d7
10.¥b7 White is again at least £. Far worse
is 6..b57 7.¢5 dxe5 8.Wxa8 exd4 9.5'xb5!,
winning.

What are playable moves for Black? Najdorf
players will probably choose from the fol-
lowing three: 6...4:bd7, 6..Wb6, or 6...¢6.
Another possibility is the Dragon option
with 6...g61".

(0 David Tebb
M Adam Musson
England tt 1996/97 (7)

1.e4 c5 2,513 d6 3.d4 cxd4 4.%xd4
116 5.%¢3 a6 6.Wf3 Wc7 2!

Two other tries that will not frighten the
6.3 player are:

— 6..e57 7.6f5 Kxf5 8.Wxf5 %:¢6 9.8e3
Wa3 10.0-0-0 2d8 11.8c4 2e7 12.g4 h6
13.h4 and White was well on his way to win
in Karklins-Policarpio, Philadelphia 2001.
— 6..42ch 7.2e3 (7.%2xch bxcd 8.5 dxes
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0¥ xchb+ 2d7 10.Wb7) 7..5e4 8.xch
bxct 9.5c4 Ges 10.¥e2 Gixcd 11.Wxcd
£d7 12.0-0 e6 13.Hadl d5? 14.exd5 cxd5
15.2:xd5! exd5 16.Hxd5 and White wins
back the piece with interest. Abergel-
Sutovsky, Internet 2003,

7.295

Worth considering too is 7.4d5.

7...5:c6 8.0-0-0

XKe &8 K

8...e6

White gets decent compensation after
8..8.£4 9.%:d5 WcR 10.We3, and now:

® i0..5xd5 tl.exd5 fxdl 12.dxc6 &h5
(12..2g4 13.h3) 13.¢4!7 Qxpd 14 8g2,
with good compensation for the sacrificed
matenal.

® 10..4xdl 11.45b6, when the lines fork:
- 11..4g4 12.%d2 WdR 13.2xaR, and
White stands better.

— 11...Wd8 12.%3xc¢6 bxcbd 13.42xa8 2xc2
(13..%xa8 14.%xdl), and now 14.Wa7!,
when 14..2xed 15.2c7+ &d7 16.8xa6+
de8 (16...%e6 17.Weld+—) 17.f3 Lf5 18.g4
2cB? leads to mate after 19.50¢7+ &d7
20.5e6+! Ixebd 21.8.c4+ d5 22 Het+ &d6
23 8.4+ €5 24. 5ixeS+ deb 25.2d4+ Led
26.Kxed+ &d6 27.4c5 mate!

— Best is 11..%b8 which denies White's
qucen access to the a7-square as in the previ-
ous line.

9.h3 2e7 1094 h6 11.2e3 &Hes
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12.¥g3 247

The alternative is 12..g5, but 13.f4 gxf4
14.2.xf4 looks slightly better for White.
13.14 G4 14.2xcd Wxcd 15.g5 ©h5
16. W13 hxg5 17.fxg5 16

Perhaps 17...g6 was a stronger option, but
White is better anyway. The remainder of
the game is less interesting for our purposes.
White can avoid the complications after
6..Wc7 with 7.2d5.

18.82d3 fxg5 19.e5 d5 20.Bhd1 &14
21.49xf4 0-0 22,b3 W5 23.%ce2 gxi4
24.Wgd4 Rac8 25.2xf4 215 26.h4 g5
27.5g6 2.d8 28.Wh5 Pg7 29.7:xf5+
exf5 30.c4 <e6 31.hxgs g8
32.%h6+ £f7 33.Exd5 ¥We3+ 34.%b1
Wed+ 35. a1 1-0

[ Charles Kennaugh
B Alan Hanreck
England tt 1996/97 (11)
1.4 ¢5 2.3 d6 3.d4 cxd4 4.%:xd4
{:f6 5.2.¢3 a6 6. W13 ©5bd7 7.h3
The good point of 6...5:bd7 is the need for
this preparatory move: the bad thing is that
the fo-knight cannot retreat to d7 now, aftera
subsequent g4-g5.
In Kennaugh-Collier, England tt 1998/99,
White played 7.%¢3, when Black should
huve played 7...e6 8.0-0-0 or 8.h3. with simi-
lar play as in the main game. Instead the
game went: 7...%%5 B.&b3! 2xb3 9.axb3
£d7? (another mistake. 9..e6%) 10.%:d5!
ixd5 1l.exdS g6 12.8d4 16 White had a
huge positional advantage and won.,
7...e6
The game Fontaine-Gormally, France tt
2002, went 7..g6 8.g4 27 9.89e3 “LeS
10.¥¥ g2 h5. Unfortunately. the players now
called it aday by agreeing to anearly draw.
8.g4
After 8.6e3 ®c¢7 9.¢g4 h6 10.0-0-0 b5

11.£g2 &b7 12.a3 &5 13.We2 Zicxed
Black was clcarly better in Tebb-Hanreck,
England 1996/97 (2}, although he only drew.
It is more logical to play g4 as soon as possi-
ble, since the threat of g5 is annoying for
Black, who needs to think of a sguare to
withdraw his knight 10. In the game Black
decides to prevent g5 with

8..h6 9.2g2 ¥hé

A familiar move to force the knight to b3, If
9..&e7, then 10.%g3!7 planning 11.f4 or
simply 11.&e3.

10.22b3 %:e5 11.We2 g5!7?

Black attempts to controi the dark squares, a
nisky strategy as White is able to open files
now.

12.14 gxf4 13.4xf4 Qd7 14.211 sie?
15.0-0-0

X
F 3
AW

¢l K
28
Aia A&
a

I

= e

J:al rl'“"",
KHE X

White has a pleasant edge. The h6 pawn is
weak and White has play along the f-file. In
the game Black decides to alter the course of
the game drastically.

15..84b57 16.4.xb5 axb5 17.6xe5
dxe5 18.&4b1 0-0 19.h4

White’s attack plays itself.

19..%2h7 20.Bh1 Zfd8 21.Xdf1 dd7
22.g5 Q18 23.%h5 Hc8 24.2h3 ¥Wce
25.g6! fxg6 26.%Wxg6+ Th8 27 Wxe6
¥xc2+ 28.&a1 Hcd8 29.Hxf8+! Dxf8
29...58xf8 30. 816+,

30.¥xd7 1-0

= >
&
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[J Corina Peptan
@ Nana Dzagnidze
Calvia Olympiad 2004

1.ed4 ¢5 2.513 d6 3.d4 cxd4 4.7 xd4
4116 5.4:¢3 a6 6. W13 gb

Black opts for the Dragon, asking White 1o
justify his previous move. On the other hand,
an early ...a6 is not so useful in the Dragon
either.

7.h3

Not a good idea is 7.9 g3 &7 8.2°f5 a cre-
ative set-up that Kogan tried in a rapid game,
After 8..8xf5 9.exf5 Zich 10.&cd4 Hcl
11.0-0 ¢d4 12.82d3 Wd7 13.fxg6 hxgb
14.8cl Ec5! 15.h3 Zh5 16.¥e3 HeS
17.Wa2 &:f4 18, 2xeS £:xh3+! Black won in
Kogan-S.Savchenko, Cannes rapid 2000,
Immediate resignation could have been
forced with 18...22f3+!.

7..597 8.2e3
KASWe K
i Aid i
i F S
2 Q_, WA
A MY A {"% 8
H e H
8...0-0

Black does not have to castle immediately.
Practice has seen:

- 8. %7 9.g4 9:¢6 10.0-0-0 hé (the threal
was 1 1.g5 and 12.%5d5 — a distinct disadvan-
tage of Black’s 8th move} 1l.&bl 0-0
12.¥e2 (handing Black a tempo to make
room for the f-puwn. Note that compared
with a normal Dragon ...a6. ...h6 and ... &7
are questionable extra moves. Kostenink
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would be beuter off without especially these
last iwo moves) 12,..5%a5 13.14(13.g5 hxg5
14.£xg5%) 13.05 1465 &cd 15.8c17!
(15.g5) 15...2e5? (15..5:a3+! 16, 2al bd)
16.22d5 @ixd5 17.exdS 207 18.58¢2 Wed
19.%xc4 Tixcd 20.Hhel &:c5 21.fxgh fxgh
22 He2 Hf7 23.%%e6 with a big advantage in
Peptan-Kosteniuk, Gothenburg 2005.

— 8..5bd7 9.0-0-0 Wc7 (0.g4 h6 11.b)
b5 12.4g2 £b7 13.We2 Hc8 14.f4 b67?
15.c5 dxe5 16.2dxb5! axb5? (16..WbE)
1 7. ¥xb5+ %:d7?7 18.5%xb6 and White won
in a few moves Peptan-Zivkovic, Vimjacka
Banja 2005.

— &...&%6 (this is a healthy alternative 10
8...0-0) 9.0-0-0 (9.%5xc6?! bxe6 10,65 H#1d5
11.2:xd5 cxdS 12.9xd5 fe6 is fine for
Black: 13.Wc6+ 2d7) 9..8d7 10.%:xc6
(10.g4 Hc8 jl.g5 &hS 12.%xc6 bxebd
13.2d4 e5 14.2e3 &e6 15.We2 We7 and
Black had enough for the pawn after
16.Wxab 0-0 17.%a7 Wd8 in Fontaine-
Bistric, Kastav 2002) 10...8.xc6 (10...bxc6)
L1.2d5 8xdS 12.exd5 0-0 13.b1 W7
14.g4 HBfc8 15.c3 b5 16.hd £:d7 17.h§ &e5
18.Wed Hub8 19.hxgé hxg6 20.5Ed4! fcd
21,5 xc4 bxed 22,141 with the better position
in Kogan-Ortega, Lido Estensi 2003.

9.0-0-0 £.d7 10.g4 :c6
X W N
A 244814
A AdX 41l
Y LW A
AHAN P
~op=-q Fo§ P
11503

The alternatives are:
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— 11.We3 ©£xd4? 12.8xd4 Was 13.We3
Sc6 14.f4 &id7 15.8xg7 ExgT 16.g5 WS
17.%d2 b5 18.hd b4 19.43d5 &xd5 20.exd5
a5 21.h5 gave White all the chances in Birk-
Frohlich, Germany Bundesliga B 2000/01.
— 11.G:f5!7 Ge5 12.9p3 &x{517 13.exf5
He8 14.f4 Zicd 15.58xc4 Hxcd 16.8g2?
(16.5d4 Sed4 17.45xed Ixd4 18.HOxdd
Sxd4) 16...Bxc3 17.bxe3 Wa5 with more
than cnough compensation in Holzer-
Danner, Vienna 2003,

11..h6

Again, weakening the kingside with this
move does not look good.

12.¥e2 a5 13.a4! 2b4 14.13

Rightly opting for solid protection of e4, and
trying to make use of her positional plusses
(the strong squares d5. b5 and b6 plus the
weak black kingside). Black gets exccellent
counterplay after 14.t4 Hc8.

14...Kc8

Or 14..%e8 15265 Hc8 16.¢3 and the
direct threats have been averted.

15.4:d4 We8 16.52:db5 2xb5 17.¥xb5
ad7

X WK
Adi
F e

[_53
Et')

&3

- -

1t1s clear that Black has enough counterplay
anyway. play is about equal,

18.4d4 “ie5 19.¥xe8 Hfxe8 20.2b5
20.2e2 ‘Led3+. 20..Hf8 21.f4 Scd?
Now White will be better. Correct was
21..450d3+. 22.8xg7 oxq7 23.Hd4

4:e3 24.Ed2 g5 25.fxg5 hxg5 26.2el
&ic4 Perhaps 26...5exc2!? 27 Bxc2 Hixc2
28.&xc2 Hh8 29.He3 Hh6. 27.5xcd
Hxc4 28.e5 Creating a weakness,
28...2h8 29.exd6 exd6 30.He3d Hhé
31.4)b5 The ending is very unpleasant for
Black. White has only one weak pawn
(h3), while Black's position is littered with
them. 31..Hf4 32.b3 d5 33.¢3 Zc6
34.Hxd5 Peptan is winning easily now.
34..Ef1+ 35.5bc2 Hf2+ 36.Hd2 Hht6
37.Hxf2 Hxf2+ 38.%d3 f6 39.2.d6
565+ 40.5e4 b6 41.45d5 &gb
42.5c4 5d7 43.4c6b 4.c5 44.Lxb6
4ixb3 45.%xa5 &d2 46.%b5 {5
47.gxf5+ &xf5 48.7c6 Lf4 49.2d3
Z.e4 50.a5 Eb2+ 51.29b4 &e5 52.a6
%,d6+ 53.Hxd6 1-0

[J Aleksandar Wohl
B Neuris Delgado
Bled Olympiad 2002

1.ed4 ¢5 2.0f3 d6 3.d4 cxd4 4.5xd4
4316 5.%:¢3 a6 6.Wf3 e6 7.94 7.c6!?
Or7...%e7 8.g5 %:4d7 9.hd #e6 10.32e3 0-0
11.Wg3 deS 12,64 &xdd 13.5xdd 6
14.5e3 b5 15.4¢2 £b7 16.0-0 und Black
came under attack after a quick f4-f5 in the
game Budimir-Licina, Bosnjaci 2001. For
7..¥%b6 see the next game Kopan-
Jukovljevic.

8.2xch

Not 8.6e37 &e5.

8...bxc6 9.g5 4:d7 10.h4 £e7 11.b3
With an open b-file the fiunchetto is quite
sensible. White protects his queenside and
hopes to attack along the main diagonal.
11...a5!7 12.2b2 0-0 13.0-00

Less logical is 13.ad4 e5 14.0-0-0 &ie3
15.5c4 Zeb 16.5xe6 fxe6 and Black was
better in Afck-Shanava, Moscow 2004,
13..4¢5 14.5e2 ad 15.b4 5d7
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16.%c3

With the kings on opposite wings, both sides
play bluntly for the attack. The position is
extremely complicated, and it is easy to go
wrong.

KN el K&

AL idi
Adi

£

 §i & e

16...e5 17.a3

Defending against ...ad-a3 rather than going
for 17.%xc6 b6 with dangerous compen-
sation,

17..5.a6 18.14 c5!
20.fxe5 Hxc5
Stronger is 20)...%2xc5! when White’s queen
has 1o leave the diagonal.

19.bxc5 Hc8

21.¥Wd4
W K
Afidi
8 f 3
XK A &8
4 oA &3
£3
B AN
QE & X
21...Exeb5

Bad is 21..5xe5? 22.¥xc5. Best was
21...5xe2 22.4xe? (unclear is 22.exd6
SxgS5+ 23hxeS WxpS+ 24.Hd2 Lgd)
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22..¥c7! to sacrifice an exchange after
23.exd6 Hxc2+ 24.9b1 Hxb2+ 25.Wxb2
£xd6.

22.%f4 axf1 23.Zhxf1 %c5 24.0fel
24.5:d5! ©xe4? 25.Hf5 is nearly winning
for White. 24..¥c8 25.%b1 Wg4?!
26.50d5 £d8 27.7.e3! We8 27.. . Wxed?
28 Wxd6+—. 28.5c4 Ze6 29.Wd3
White should have gone for the cndgame
after 29.2:xd6 &ixd4 30.%xc8 &a5 31.2f1
Exc8 32.Hxdd4. 29...2c5 30.2xd6 Wh8
31.Wa6?! La5! 32.2e3 £c3 33.0xc3
Hxc3 34.2xf7! W8 35.¥xc8 Hexcs
36.%2d6 Hcd8 37.e5 214 38.h5 Zixg5
39.h6 gxh6 40.Zh1 &f7 41.0x(7
&xf7 42.Exh6 <97 43.Zb6 Hd1+
44.%a2 Hed 45.e6+ g6 46.e7+ Sf7
47.016+ &xe7? 47.&e8!-+. 48.Kh6
HEd2 49.Exh7+ &d6 50.Zh6+ d5
51.2h5+ &c4 52.Has Yo=Y

[0 Artur Kogan
M Vlado Jakevijevic
Ljubljana 1999

I"ve saved a particularly fine game for last. If
the previous games did not whet your appe-
tite, don’t worry, this one certainly will,
1.e4 ¢5 2513 d6 3.%0¢3 4f6 4.d4
cxd4 5.%2:xd4 a6 6.%13 e6 7.g4

The American Andrew Karklins (who regu-
larly employs 6.%13) has a strong predilec-
tion for 7.b3 here. While he defecated a young
Peter Svidler with the finachetto 1 prefer
Kogan’s set-up.

7. %Db6 8.45b3 We7

Velcheva-S.Vajda, Batumi Ech-tt 1999,
went: B..Zcb 9.g5 £d7 10.Ee3 W7
11.¥h3 %:¢5!7 12.%xcS dxe5 13.f4 2d7
14.2¢2 0-0-0 15.0-0-0.

9.g95 4:fd7 10.¥h3! g6

The previous ten moves should be familiar
by now. White has started his blitzkrieg on
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the kingside. Black has forced the d4-knight
back and is trying to develop his pieces in
typical Sicilian fashion.

If 10...%¢6, then V1.6 &f6 12.gxf7+, or
simply 11.3e3,

11.5e3 &c6 12.0-0-0

X 6 &8 K
AWa & &

A AdiL A
&

&

NG 8 W

A RS A 2L
e fsd JO} P

12..497

In the game Kogan-Yudasin, Jerusalem
ch-ISR 1996, Black preferred 12...b5 13.f4
ie5 (13...&b7 14,151 is too good for White:
14...gxf5 15.exf5 &e7 16.fxe6 fxe6, and cer-
tainly not 16..8xh1? 17.exd7+ Wxd7?
18 W xd7+ &xd7 19.2h3+) 14.5xc5 dxes
155! 2b7 16.%e4 SKel (16..4xe5?
17266+ &eT 18.fxeS S.xhl1? 19.8xc5+
mates) 17.8g2 &d4  18.8xd4 cxdd
19.4:d6+! (stronger than 19.Hxd4 Hc8
20.Hd2 &xed 2l.2xed 0-0) 19..8xd6
20.exd6 Wb6 21.8.xb7 Wxb7 22.Wd3 Wd5
23 Wxd4 Wxd4 24.8xd4 and White was a
healthy pawn up in the double rook ending,
an advantage he was unable to convert, how-
ever (draw after 65 moves).

Note that the actual move order in Kogan-
Yudusin was 6. b6 7.20b3 e6 8.g4 &ich
9.85%:d7 10.8e3Wc7 11.8h3g612.0-0-0.
13.%,d4 0-0 14.%¥g3

Freeing the way for the battering ram
h2-h4-hs.

14...55a5 15.h4 b5 16.h5 b4 17.hxgb
hxg6

Taking the piece is forbidden: 17...bxc3?
18.%h3 He® (18..fxg67 19.¥Wxh7+ or
19.5xe6) 19.¥xh7+ &f8 20.gxf7 Lxf7,
and now White wins after both 21.g6+ &
22.5h6 and 21.2h4.

18.%h4 He8
) ¢ KX P4 [
Wa 48
F 3 Ad A
a s
E DAE ©
AN °!
ABA ¢3
~op=q KR P
19.445!

A typical kmght sacrifice, especially famil-

iar from the Velimirovic Attack. Whitc ob-

tains the d5 square for his other knight.

19...gxf5 20.exf5 ex{5

Just bad is 20...bxc3 21.16. The alternative

20...82b7 is refuted by 21.f6 &xh1 22.fxg7

Dxg7 23.Who+ g8 24.8d3.

21.6)d5 Wds

White also wins after 21.,.Wb722.2d4 £:e5

(22.. W xds5? 23. WhB+ mates) 23.%:f6+ &18

24.2xe5! dxe5 25.4g2! ed 26.Wh7 ieb

27.8g8+ Le7 28 Wxg7 Red8 29.53d7!.

22.2d4 Qe5

Not wo difficult is 22...%5e5 23.4b6 Wd7

24.5:f6+.

23.4xe5 dxe5 24.5:(6+

24 Wh7+ $f8 25.Wh8+ would also have

been sufficient.

24..%18

24.. 2 xf625.gxf6 Wxf6 26. g1+ L8 drops

the queen after 27. ¥ xbd+ We7 28 B8+,

25.¥h8+ &xh8 26.Exh8+ &g7

27.Uxd8 7:x16 28.gx16+ Lxf6 29.Hed
1-0
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CHAPTER 14
Ian Rogers

Thinking Sideways: 1.d4 ¢c6 2.c4 b5
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The Malinoise Defence

Very few players even know of the existence
of the Malinoise Defence — 1.d4 c6 2.c4
b5!7 — and the line therefore usually comes
as more of a shock than a mere surprise!
The opening was invented by the Belgian IM
Michel Jadoul and although many of
Tadoul’s games with the line have been lost,
his original analyses were made available o
this author and form the backbone of this
article.

Jadoul, who undoubtedly deserves naming
rights to the line. has chosen to call the ope-
ning after the Belgian town of Malines
where he first played 2...b5!7.

ECO devotes a single line to 2...b3, ending
with ‘£’ bused on an old Van der Sterren-
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Rogers game played weakly by Black.
However matters are not so simple for White
and a clear path to advantage for Whitc
against best play by Black has yet to be es-
tablished.

Once you become known as a Malinoise
player. some pleasint surprisc may awail.
For example, at 2 1991 tournament | played
1...c6 against Rustem Dautov, who then in-
vested five minutes deciding that it would be
oo risky toallow 2.c4 b5 and played 2.243. |
replied 2...216 after which Dautov again fell
into thought, aware that on 3.c4, b5 was
again playable. Finally Dautov decided
upon 3,214 and Black equalised casily after
3.d54.e3 54,
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Transposltions

As indicated from the previous paragraph,
the Malinoise can be played with or without
the insertion of &3 and ...%f6. For the pur-
poses of this article I will deal with only the
‘pure’ 1.d4 ¢6 2.c4 b5 move order. As will be
seen, the inclusion of £f3 and .26 will
usually favour Black, avoiding White's
sharpest lines which generally involve a
quick e4 advance.

Themes

The Malinoise is most effective when Black
is allowed to exchange his b pawn for the
White ¢ pawn. After playing ...bxc4 Black
most often follows with ...d5 and achieves
easy equality. Black can also try to exchange
light-squared  bishops  with  ..Ka6,
positionally advisable even though a recap-
ture on a6 with a knight can leave the knight
badly placed.

White’s twe critical options involve avoid-
ing the exchange on ¢4, either by playing
3.¢5 or 3.cxb5.

After 3.c5 Black must break up the
queenside bind with a timely ...d6 (..e5
gambits seem to lead nowhere) after which
the b5 pawn looks strange but is difficult to
exploit.

3.cxb5 is the most popular choice. leading to
a St George (1...a6 and 2...b5) type of posi-
tion where Black has not wasted a move with
.. a6,

This ‘advantage’' of the Malinoise over the St
George can be misleading — very often Black
tries to protect the b pawn with ...&b6 rather
than ...a6 only to find that the queen is sub-
ject to  attack by the White minor pieces
(&e3 or Gibd2-c4 after ad).

White's d4 and e4 pawn centre is not scary
by itself but Black must react accurately
when White tries to undermine the b5 pawn
with a4. Circumstances alter cases but most
often Black should choose to play ...bxad

(rather than ...b4), following with ...a5 if
necessary, to keep square b4 for his pieces.
1.d4 ¢6 2.c4 b5 3.cxb5

White's most common choice but there are
plenty of alternatives:

@ 3.b34f6(3...d5!7 has been played a few
times, lcading to a strange type of Slav De-
fence)

- On 4.e3 Black should just return to the
main line with 4...26 since 4..e6?! 5.4f3
leaves Black struggling for a good move:
5..bxc4 (5...a6 6.£d3 d5 7.0-0 is just a bad
version of the 4...a6 Slav for Black, while;
5..8a6 6.5+ was even worse in Anelli-
Bulcourf, Buenos Aires 1993) 6.bxcd and
White has at least a slight edge.

— 4.5f3 g6! (4...bxcd 5.bxcd dS 6.e3 Lf5
7.5d3 2.xd3 8.Wxd3 WasS+?! 9.%4bd2 e6
10.0-0 £:bd7 11.e4 dxed 12.%xed &ixed
13.%xe4 is the sort of position Black should
avoid — White won quickly in Mohandesi-
Vandevoort, Clichy 1993) 5.e3 £p7 6.5d3
0-0 7.0-0 bxc4 B.bxed 5! 9.4bd2 (9.%¢3)
9...5%:¢6 10.Kbl cxd4 11.exdd d5 and Black
already has an excellent game. In Clausen-
Jadoul, Copenhagen 1988, Black went on to
win a thematic game (which deserves to be
mentioned in full) by pressuring the d pawn
as follows: 12.¢5 We7 13.Hel Bd8 14.h3
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14...%°h5! 15.42b3 Hb8 16.4f1 &5 17.8b2
&4 18.g3 &e6 19.Rd2 a5 20.a4 Zb4
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(20...8e4! 21.Hxed dxed 22.d5 Hxb3
23.Wxb3 Hixc5—+) 21.8b5 8ed! 22 G xchd
Wxct 23 Bxed dxed 24.d5 Hxd5 25.HxdS
exf3 26 HdB+ HifB 27.2d2 Hxad 28 Hixas
Wb5 29.¢6 Kal 30.Wxal £xal 31.c7 Wb+
32.¢0h2 W1 33 Ex{8+ 0-1.

@® 3.3 looks and is innocuous 3...bxcd
4.8xc4

YN TILY
£ Takias
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- 4.6 5.%(3

Jadoul analysed 5...6 6.0-0 (6.%c3 2e7
7.0-0 0-0 B.¥e2 d5 9.2d3 c5 10.dxcS
#xc5 [ 1.ed dxed 12.80xed £2bd7 1385
worked out well for White in Lacrosse-
J.Claesen, Ghent 1989) 6...d5 (Jadoui dis-
missed 6...2a67! in view of 7.5xa6 &ixab
8.c41) 7.8d3 ¢5 8.%0bd2 and now Black
should exchange on d4 since 8...8.d6 9.e4
is somewhat better for White.

5..d5 is obvious and healthy: 6.2e2 e6
(6...526'7) 7.0-0 2d6 8.2¢c3 &bd7 and
Black, who has the option of both ...c5 and
...5, should have nothing to worry about.
Ohlzon-J.Claesen, Hallsberg 1991 con-
tinued 9.42.d2 e5!?7(9...0-0) 10.dxe5 ZixeS
11.2xe5 &xe5 12.Hel 0-0 13.0a4 Led
when Black was already better and went
on to win in 27 moves.

§...%a6 is not as easy for Black as it looks
after 6.2bd2 d5 (6...Excd 7.fhxed is simi-
lar to positions analysed earlier) 7.2xa6
Fixab 8.e5 (B.Wad?! Wbe 9.a3 eb
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10.%3e5 Hc8 11.0-0 Wb5! when Black isal-
ready equal and went on to win in
Krasevec-Chemikov, Lignano Sabbiadoro
World Seniors Championshiop 2003)
8. Wb6 9.a3 e6 10.b4 &d6 11.5%d3 and
White had a small but enduring edge in
Zarubin-Sobolev, Cherepovets 1993,

5...g6 Jadoul favoured the fianchetto as a
method of keeping complications, al-
though there are other good alternatives:
6.0-0Rg77.%%30-08.We2 (un attempt to
delay ...&a6 which was condemned by
Jadoul. However 8.d5 ¢xd5 9.%xd5 &ic6
offers no worries at all for Black, e.g.
10.2bl dé 11.b4 Qf5 12.Bb3 H&d7
13.2b2 Zice5 14.5xe5 &xc5 15.4e2 Heg
when Black was already better in De

Coninck-Claesen, Huy 1991} 8..d5
9.243 £g4 10.h3 £xf3 1 L ¥Wx3 &2bd7
X W K
i Adidfd
i A i
3
&3
L AW A
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E & )=ge2)

and White cannot reasonably prevent
12...e5 when Black is at least equal,
- There is nothing wrong with 4..dS
5.8d3 Ka6 6.9(3 &d7 7.8xa6 WasS+
8.00¢3 Wxab 9.We2 Wxe2+ 10.dxe2 eb
11.£d2 £d6 12.Hhel #e7 and the end-
game is equal, although not boring.
Harasta-Jadoul, Cappelie la Grande 1989,
was drawn 11 moves later.
— 4..2a6!7 5.%2d2 & xc4 6.%xc4 shouid be
slightly better for White since ...d5 will al-
ways be answered by fe5. Kantsier-
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Kudischewitsch, Ramat Aviv 2000, contin-
ued 6..8f6 7.5f3 e6 (7..g6 B.Wb3 d5
9.&ce5 Who was 1.Porat-Knol, Hoogeveen
Open 2004, and now 10.Wc2 instead of
10.¥xb6™! would have kept a slight edge)
8.0-0 e7 9.2d2 0-0 10.5a5 Wcs 11.b41?
Wa6 12.¥¢2 and White’s bind is hard to
shake.
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One of White's most successful weapons
against the Malinoise but with accurate play
Black should be able to equalise.

— 3.6 4.g3 d6 (despite the imminent
long diagonal pressure, Black must under-
mine the ¢5 pawn since the more violent
4..e5M S.dxe5 Ded 6.82g2 Dixe5 7.4
&bab 8.43d4 §b6 9. 2.e3 W8 10.23d2 looks
and was extremely ugly for Black in
Bogdanovski-Jacimovic, Star Dojran 1996)
5.cxd6exd66.2p2 e7 7.e4 0-08.%0e2 £b7
9.0-(1é1bd7. Here Jadoul judges the position
as unclear, an assessment which seems to be
justified since the aggressive 10.f4 can be
well met by 10.Wb6! with the idea
11.8be3 (11.4d27! ¢5! works out well for
Black, eg. 12.d57! c4+ 13.2h] &Hgd)
11..b4 12.2a4 ¥Db5 when Black’s activity
more than counterbalances White's pawn
centre.

— 3...d6 4.cxd6exd6 5.e4 leaves White with
a clear advantage — the b5 pawn looks pecu-

liarly misplaced. After 5...20f6 6.5d3 Whé
7.3 Kg4 8.8e3 d5 %.exd5 £xd5 10.0-0
RKe7 11.2¢3 Dxe3 12.fxe3 Black's bishop
pair could not compensate for his disjointed
queenside and White won in Moskalenko-
Laketic, Belgorod 1990.

~ 3...e5!7 looks exciting but after 4.dxe5!
Kx¢5 5.4c3 d5 6.exd6 Wxd6 7. Wxd6 £xd6
Black's disjointed queenside gives White all
the chances in this endgame.

Another Jadoul idea is 4...f617 - a creative
way of trying to make this line playable — but
although 5.%¢3 26 (5...fxe5? 6.8e4 Df6
7.20d6+ f.xd6 8. W xd6 We7 9. ¥ xe7+ dxe7
10.£0f3+ Jadoul) 6.%ed4 Lxc5 7.4:d6+
Sxd6 8.Wxd6 We7 9.4e3 Wxd6 10.exd6
%e6 is unclear according to Jadoul, White
should prefer 8.exd6! with serious pressure.
@ 3.ed allows one of the main points behind
Black’s opening — an exchange on c4 fol-
lowed by d5. 3...bxed:

— 4.%ad4!? was Jadoul’s creative method of
trying to revive 3.e4 but after 4...40{6 5.5¢3
d5 (Jadoul claims a refutation of 5...e5!?
with 6.dxeS ©:g4 7.5.xc4 W6 8.5h3 but af-
ter 8...4xe5 9.%e2 £e7 10.0-0 0-0 White's
advantage may not be 100 serious) 6.exd5
&@xd5 7.80xdS WxdS 8.4f3 Sa69.2e3 &b5
10.%c2 &Od7 11.Hel £:b6, Black has hung
onto the pawn and is ready to begin develop-
ing his kingside.

- 4.84xc4dS
KA We o AKX
F 3 Aidi
i
i
o} i fal
iy & | BNALS
Sr8WE® BX

117



lan Rogers

S.exd5 cxd5 is fine for Black, whose
slightly superior pawn structure is a long
term asset. 6.2b5+ (6.8d3 &f6 7.%f3 eb
8.0-0 £.d6 is probably only equal but led
to 4 quick victory for Black in Maggiolo-
Bulcourf, Brasil 1997, while 6. &3 ©:f6
7.hc3 e6 8.8b5+ &d7 9.8d3 Zcb
10.%ge2 &e7 is another equal position
which tumed in Black’s favour in
Burnier-A.Frank, Geneva 1997) 6..2d7
7.¥Wad 6 8.4:f3 £2d6 and the position is
only equal although this time White even-
tually prevailed in Martin y Herrera-
Bulcourf, San Isidoro 1993. Again it
should be noted that if the postion stabi-
lises, Black’s pawn structure is an asset. It
is worth comparing with a standard
Queen's Gambit Declined Exchange Vari-
ation minority attack position such as the
following: 1.d4 d5 2.c4 e6 3.2¢3 &f6
4.4¢5 ReT S.cxdS exdS 6.e3 c6 7.2d3
thbd7 8.4:f3 0-0 9.¥c2 He§ 10.0-0 &8
11.2abl Sc6 12.b4 %56d7 13.8.xc7 Wxe7
14.b5
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In similar positions, Black will try ...c5 or
allow the exchange on c6 but only very
rarely capture on bS because the resulting
pawn structure — with isolated d5 pawn
and second potential weakness along the b
file — is considered too unpleasant for
Black. In the position after 5.exd5 cxd5,
Black has already created the pawn struc-
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ture for which White works so hard in the
Queen’s Gambit Exchange Variation so if
Black can neutralise White's temporary
development advantage, the long term
chances should be all his.

5.4b3 e6 6.5:c3 ©f6 7.00ge2 27 8.0-0
0-0 9.2g3 dxe4 10.%:cxed £bd7 1].8c2
would have been nothing for White until
Black became puanicky and played
H..g67 12.2h6 He§ 13.8a4 fab
14 Hel Qcd4? 15.8xc6 &ixed 16.5xed
Hc§ 17.d5! exd3 18.¥d4 with a decisive
edge for White in Paglilla-Bulcourf,
Florida Vaile 1993.

5.2d3

Now [ rather like Jadoul’s simple solution
of 5...dxed!, the point of which is seen on
move seven. After 6.2xed 2f6 7.413

KasWen XK
f Aiddi
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7...5e6! B.4:c3 £dS with the follow-up
...e6 after which Black has nothing to fear.
However Black has also suffered no prob-
lems after S.e6 6.3 (6.%2¢3 &6
T.lhge2 Qe7 8.¥c2 fab 9.0-0 0-0 was
equal in Julia-Bulcourf, Villa Martelli
2004) 6..dxed 7.5xed £f6 8.2d3 Qa6
9.0-0 2d6 10.6g5 Wb6 11.45xa6 Wxab
12.42¢3 &@ibd? Recoulat-Bulcourf, Aca-
susso 1994,

White's remaining third move options are
less testing for Black but arc included for
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completeness and also to demonstrate other
themes which Jadoul introduced.

® 3.513bxcd 4.d5 &6 5.ed provedtobe a
far too overambitious gambit in view of
5.@%e4 6.8xcd Was+ 7.8e27 £ab
8.4 xa6 Wxab+9.%e3 436 and White's well
developed king was soon hunted down in
Pechisker-Welling, Richmond Western Ca-
nadian Open 2004.

@ 3.d5 bxcd d.ed4 cxd5 SexdS (5.%xds
&ic6=) 5...\Wc7!? (Jadoul's original plan but
there is nothing wrong with simple develop-
ment for Black either) 6.¥d4 (Jadoul dis-
missed 6.d6!? because of 6..Wa5+ 7.%c3
Wes+ 8.4e2 e6 ‘with advantage to Black’
but after 9.9{3! Wxd6 10.Wxd6 &xd6
[1.63b3 fbd+ 12.2d2 Sxd2+ 13.45xd2 it
may be White who holds the edge. Therefore
Black should prefer 8...2b7 with chances
for both sides)

- 6..406 7.4xcd (7.84f4 Wb6!) 7..8a6
8.51d2 e6 is also good for Black.

— 6.6 7.8f4 Qc5 8. Wxcd Wb6 9.8c3 d6
10.8&xc5 dxeS and Black is fine.

@ After 3. c2 bxed 4. Wxed e6 5.%1¢3 4:f6
6285 d5 7.Wb3 c5 is Jadoul's simple
equalising line.

@ 3.0d2 4if6 4.e4 (4.40gf3 bxed 5.8xcd
26 6.23 ®g7 7.5%g2 0-0 8.0-0 d6 is a per-
fectly healthy King's Indian position for
Black, e.g. 9.4d2 fe6 10.Wc2 4&ds
11.Bfel £bd7 12.4a5 Wc8 13.%cd2 Wab
14.5c3 ¢5 15.e4 cxdd 16.%0xd4 £b7 when
Black  had  equalised in  Lerner-
Kudischewitsch, Tel Aviv 2001) 4...bxcd
5.8xc4 d5 6.2d3 and now, instead of
Jadoul’s 6..¥b6 7.4%e2 226, which gives
White a nasty initiative after 8. 2xa6 Wxa6
0.e5 &fd7 10.e6! fxe6 11.0-0, Black should
be content with another of Jadoul's old
themes - 6..dxed 7.7ixed Sixed 8.2xed
Se6! followed by 9...2d5.

@ 3.72a3 is perhaps the best of White's ir-
regular replies to the Malinoise. After

3..bxcd 4.5:x¢4 e6 5.4003 &6

— 6.g3is alittle too slow in view of 6...8.a6
(as Jadoul pointed out, 6...d5 7.&3ce5 ¢57?
walks into 8.8g5+—) 7.Wad Excd 8. Wxcd
¥b69.23d5 10.Wa4 ©1bd7 11.8¢2 2d6and
Black has nothing to fear.

— 6.4f4 d5 7.%ce5 ed (!, according 10
Jadou!) 8.23 f6 9.%2:d3 ©d7 when Jadoul's
idea was .5, ..&b6, followed by
...8a6-c4-b3 - umbiticus but possibly
achievable. In any case Black has active play
while White’s plan is harder (o establish.
3...cxb5 4.4

® 4.e3 should not be a problem for Black
after 4...a6 5.a4 bxad 6.Wxad G:f6 7.8d2
%b7 8.8a5 WcB 9.5:d2 Lc6 10.Wc2 gb
11.&gf3 d6 12.Hcl Wb7 13.54¢4 £g7 and
Black was OK in Andrews-Lehotzky, Lan-
sing 1989,

Less good is 4...5b7?!, which walks into
5.¥b3 when Black must sacrifice a pawn for
nebulous compensation, e.g. 5..e6 (5..a6
6.24) 6.Wxb5 2a6 7.Wad Gxfl 8.&xfl &f6
9.£3 &e7 10.4¢3 0-0 1 |.&ge2 Hcb when a
draw was agreed due 1o mutual fear (more
justified on Black's behalf) in Lapcevic-

D.Maric, Belgrade 2003.
® 4.503 &6
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This is an important position since it arises
frequent!ly from a move order such as 1.4:f3
&3f6 2.c4 ¢6 3.d4 b5 4.cxb5 cxb5. In theory
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Black should have fewer problems than in
the main line but in practice White has
scored well. Samples of practical play:

~ 5. Wbl a6 6.9 c3eb7.8g5 2b7 8.e4!7h6
9.4xf6 Wxf6 10.d5 exdS 11.xd5 £xdS
12.exd5 &c5 13.2d3 We7+ 14.&fl 0-0
15.g3 d6 was dead equal in Adler-P.Claesen,
Odessa 1990 (although White won a tough
fight),

—- 5.2g5!7 Wbo 6.e3 Led 7.414 £b7
8.8d3 e6 9.0-0 5 10.20e5 &if6 11.We2 a6
12.23d2 d6 13.%ef3 &b 14.a4 worked out
well for White in Aasma-Bossuyt, Huy
1991, so Black should investigate 5.,.2b7,
5...e6 or perhaps even 5...%20e4.

— 5.6f4 c6 6.3 a6 7.2d3 &£b7 8./Hbd2
(8.0-0 27 9.43bd2 £3h5!7 10.2g3 d6 1 1.ad
b4 12.a5 is not at all clear, Bali-Biro, Eger
1996) 8...4c6 9.h3 2e7 10.Zcl 0-0 11.0-0
d6 12.e4 e5! 13.8e3 exdd 14.5xd4 De5
15.5b1 d5
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with a striking resemblance to a Spunish
Opening gone right for Black, who won in
the game Kreizberg-Kudischewitsch, Tel
Aviv 2002,

Instead of 5...e6, 5...2h7 will probably tead
to the same positions, although Black should
avoid 6.e3 Wa5+7! As usual, trying to save
time by omitting 6...a6 turns out to be an er-
ror: 7.8bd2 e6 8.2d3 Qed 9.8xed HDixed
10.0-0 &f6 11.e4 Se7 12.d5! with a very
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strong position for White in Mikhalchishin-
Tonoli, Sas van Gent 1990,

— 5.g3 takes the pressure off b5 and leads to
the type of position most often arising from
1.d4 %f6 2.8F3 e6 3.g3 b5. 5..£b7 6,482
g6 (if Black wishes 1o avoid standard posi-
tions with 6...e6{') then this is slightly more
accurate than 6...d6 7, Wb3 Wh6 8.%1c3 b4
9.4a4 Wb5 10,a3 a5 11.axb4 axbd 12,53
b6 13.BExa8 2xa¥ Kulcsar-Lobermayer,
Hungary 1995, when 14.0-0 should be
slightly better for White) 7.0-0 £g7 8. b3
Wb6 9.%e57 0-0 10.8xb7 Wxb7 11.5%3
d6 12,463 a6 13.a47! b4 14.a5 Ha7 15.5:d1
Wb5 16.£d2 %.c6 and Black was already
well on top in Wismeijer-Bettman, Haarlem
2000.

- 5.e3 Alternatives are plentiful, usvally in-
volving preceding e3 by moving White's
dark-squared bishop outside the pawn chain.
5...a6 6.5d3 @b7 7.0-0 e6 8.a4 b4 (not bad
here but as usual 8...bxad would have been
safer) 9.40bd2 £e7 10.ed a5 11.Hel db
12063 0-0 13,885 &bd7 14.¥We2 ho
15.82d2 ©b6 16.e5 £fd7! 17.4bl Ee8
18.Wd3 %8 when Black’s king was safe
and Black soon took over the initiative in
Byway-Rogers, London Lloyds Bank 1992,

® 4.%H3
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is a typical attempt to resolve the queenside
issues quickly but after 4...46 5.a4 (5.e4 eb
6.55f3 &6 7.2d3 £b7 8.41c3 bd §.e5 Sixf3
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10.ext6 bxc3 11.gxf3 Glavina Rossi-Rivas
Pastor, Ceuta 1994, was exciting, but Black
shoutld have been fine after 11..cxb2
12.8xb2 &c6) 5...bxad 6.Hxad e6 7.e4 a5!
(although Black has made six moves with
his queenside pawns in his first seven, with
the b4 square secure and White's queen and
rook in need of repositioning later, Black is
already close to equality) 8.2¢3 £¢6 9.22(3
Hb8 10.Wd1 %66 [1.e5 (11.d5 &b4 12.d6
£b7 13.e5 &gl 14,274 Wbo 15.%d2 6 is
also very messy) 11..20d5 12.%xd5 exdS
13.8d3 ©b4 14.0-0 £xd3 15.9xd3 ¥bo
[6.Zel £b4 17.2d2 fa6 18.¥e3 0-0
19.8.xb4 axbd 20.Meal &b7 21.¥b3 &6
22.8a6 Wb5 23.h3 Wed
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and Black was fine in Kakageldiev-Rogers,
Manila Olympiad 1992,

® 4.2g5 has been tried by some strong
players but 4..h6 5.8h4 2b7 6.5(3 ©f6
should not be a problem for Black.

@ 4.a4 bxad 5.%¢3 is another try at resolv-
ing the queenside. After 5..e6 6.e4d &bd
7.5d3 (7.Kxad a5 8.5f3 Ze7 9.2d3 &abis
fine for Black according to Jadoul) 7...5%7
8.61f3 a3! 9.0-0 axb2 10.2xb2 £g6 11.45b5
Black should have hung on to his extra pawn
with 11...a5 instead of playing [1...0-07!
12.%xa7 K6 13.8x26 Hxa7 14.d5! Hxab
15.%d4 e5 16.Wxb4 when White had strong
pressure on the gueenside, Babula-Drazic,
Saint Vincent Open 2002,

@ Trying to play a London set-up with 4. 214
£8b75.8:d2 e6 6.€3 &:f6 7.%0¢f3 should not be
threatening for Black, e.g. 7...a6 (7...Wb6?!
again works out badly after 8.a4 bxad 9. Re2
Ab4 10.0-0 &d5 11.2c4 Wb7 12.5d6+
S£xd6 13.8xd6 Sed 14.2a3 b3 15.Wd3 16
16.5d2 £xd2 17.9¥xd2 &f7 18.Hacl &ich
19.c4 and White had tremendous compensa-
tion for the pawn in Allacher-Schwab, Aus-
trian Team Championship 2002/03) 8.%e2
£e79.h30-0 10.0-0 d6 1 1.ad bxad 12.¥xad
Obd7 13.Hfcl ©b6 14.¥a5 ©bd5 15.4g5
h6 16.2h4 and now instead of 16..Hc8
17.6c4 WxaS 18.4xa5 Hxcl+ 19.Mxcl
which gave White an edge in Van Herck-
Claesen, Ghent 1989, Black could have equa-
tised with 16...Wxa35 17.HxaS Efcs.
4..4b7
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4..5:f6 will almost invariably transpose to
the main lines, but the carcless 4...¢67! allows
5.86xb5! WaS+ 6.%c3 Sb4 7.9Wd3 when
Black did not have enough for the pawn in
Sorokin-Bulcourf, Villa Ballester 1996.
5.8d3

@ [f White wishes to play a set-up with 5.3
then this is the moment 1o do so. After 5...a6
(5...b4, as usual, weakens the c4 square 100
much. After 6.8e3 e6 7.40d2 ©f6 8.&d3
Le7 9.40h3 a5 10.0-0 £a6 11.£xab Exab
12d5 0-0 13.%:c4 exd5 l4.exd5 d6
15.%d2 ©bd7 16.Bac] Black was without
an active plan in Bernal Moro-Rivas Pastor,

121



lan Rogers

Spain 1993} 6.5e3 e6 (6...g6 7.22d2 Gh6
looks a little too original — after 8. b3 & xe3
9. Wxe3 Wb 10.£d43 56 11.5e2e512.0-0
&ige7 13.2b3 Re8 14.Hacl 0-0 15,912 d6
16.d5 Wxf2+ | 7.9xf2 &a7 18.80a5 Black
had to defend a very ugly ending in
Remlinger-J. Frank, St Martin 1991)
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White has a choice of three healthy moves:
- 7.2d2h6!?. Another tricky Jadoul idea.
After 8.4d3 f5 9.5e2? (9.41h3!) 9...fxcd
10.2xe4 (on 10.fxed &igd is awkward)
10...%4f5 Black was already fine in Santa
Torres-Jadoul, Thessaloniki  Olympiad
1988, and Black went on to win a fine game
after [ 122 2bd+ 12.54:2¢30-013.0-05¢c6
14.a3 %e7 15.8c2 2h4 16.5g3 LcelF
7. Wd3 2g6 18.4:ced &4 19.¥d2 Lg5
20.59h1 hd 21.55xg5 Wxgs 22.563 Bf7
23.8xf4 Hxf4 24.8e4 d5 25.2¢2 Hafs
26.Had1 28f6 27.2del Bho 28.HeS Wxg3!
0-1.

- 7.45h3 &f6 8.8e2 &e7 9.0-0 d5 10e5
Gifd7 1114 g6 12.2:d2 hS 13.813 T
14.%g5 %8 15.%h] b6 16.8cl a5
17.b3 was a little betier for White in
B.Jones-Rogers. Sydney Interclub 1996,

— 7.2d3 %:f6 8.&4e2 46 9.%be3 d5 10.e5
&d7 11.0-0 2e7 12.f4 g6 should also have
been a little better for White until he mis-
timed his kingside pawn advance and played
13.g47! @b6! 14.%d2 hS and now While
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was forced to block the kingside and con-
cede equality with 15.g5 in Boichev-Badeyv,
Velingrad 2004, since the logical break 15.f5
fails to 15..gxf5 16.gxf5 Hgl+ 17.&hl
&exes!.

® 5.d5 Df6 6.4d2 looks very odd, yet
6..a6 7.a4 b4? 8%gfl eb 9.8c4 exds
10.exd5 We7+ 11.&f1 &xd5 12.&xd5
&xds 13.5c4 Wed 14.Wb3 Qc7 15485
worked out well for White in Panczyk-
Wielecki, Bielsko Biala 1990, However in-
stead of 7...b47,7...e6!7 8.axb5 £b4 looks to
be a very promising gambit.

® 5.8xh5?! sets up White for one of the
biggest traps in this opening — 5...&.xed

KA WeoaKX
f 3 Adidi
8.
e
A &S &5 A A
HDEWS @R

6.53327 (6.211) 6..8xbl 7.0-0 (7.Hxbl
WaS5+) 7...4g6 and Black was a piece up for
nothing in Liardet-Frank, Geneva 1995,
5...016 6.4:d2

@ 6.We2 is well met by 6..&c6! 7.4:43
&'b4 8.e5 Hixd3+ 9.Wxd3 £:dS when taking
the pawn is risky after 10...8c8. The game
Teo-Jadeul. Thessaloniki Olympiad 1988
was 4 model game for Black und continued
10.0-0 ¥b6 [1.5¢3 @ixed 12.bxe3 Weh!
13.%xp6 hxgé 14.4a3 HeB [5.Hucl Hed
16.2h4 2xf3 17.gxt3 e6 1R.Hbl Lxbd
19.2xb4 Hxbd 20.cxb4 Hhd 21 .2d1 He7
22.a3d623.& g2 and now, instead of 23...a6!
with a huge advantage for Black in the end-
game, Black curclessly played 23...g5 and
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allowed White to break free with 24 Hcl!
HExd4 (24..%d7 25.exd6 &xd6 26.Hcs)
25.2c7+ Le8 26.exd6 Exd6 27.Exa7 and
the game was drawn 20 moves later.

@ 6.f3 looks harmless but after 6...&b6
7.5%2 @c6 8.%be3!7 Black must avoid
8. 0xdd 9.5xd4 Wxd4 10.2xb5 Ebb
11.8f4! e5!7 (11.d6 12.¥ad4 <&d7
13.Hcl+) 12.82xe5 £bd+ [3.0e2 0-0
14.%b3 when Black had insufficient com-
pensation for the pawn in Sutter-Boog, Bem
1993,

Instead of 6..%b6, Black should simply
play 6...a6.

6...e6

6..¥b6?! seems to exert a fatal attraction
for many players with Black in this line.
Some examples after 7.5'gf3 e (here
7...5%¢67" is even worse in view of 8.d5 b4
9.52b1 e6 10.a3 a6 11.0-0! exd5 12.exd5 -
12.e5!? is thematic and strong as well -
12..8xd5 13.Hel+ Se6 14.7e4 &ixed
15, 6xed Hd8 16.b4) &e7 17.2e3 WbS
18.4:d4 0-0 19.WhS g6 20.%xb5 and White
won in Soppe-Giardelli, Bucnos Aires 1983)
® 8.We2 o

X “f X
A¢ 4 i44i
Wa 14
i
iy 1 @‘E&&
g 8 & E

9.d5! (even 9.63b3 £b4 10.8b1 45 11.a3
thab 12.4.g5 looks very healthy for White,
e.g. 12...d5 13.8.xf6 gxf6 14.0-0a4 15.5'bd2
Gic7 16.4d3 Bh6 175 5 18.b4 Hch
19.Bacl £d7 20.Hc3 a6 21.Hfel and

‘White controlled the board in Leitao-Lima,
Rio de Janeire 1998, If White wants tobe a
little extravagant there is also 9.0-0!? &ixd4
10.5xd4 Wxd4 11.22b3! with a strong ini-
tiative for the pawn} 9...23b4 10.&b1 exd3
11.a3 HcB 12.0-0 %x2 13.8xc2 Hxe2
14.¥d3 HcB 15.e5 Zed 16.5b3 &S
17.&xe5 &xc5 18.b4 Ge7 19.2e3 Wab
20.%:d4 Hcd 21.f47! (after 21.6f5! White
would have been well on top) 21...0-0 22.f5
f6! 23.¢6 dxeb 24.22xe6 Hf7 25.4d4 £d6
26.Hael He7 27.He2 Wc6 (27..8c8'F)
28.Efel a6 29.£2c5d4!7(29...Exe6 30.Hxe6
2xc5+ 31.bxc5 Wxc5+ 32.%hl Hclee)
30.%2d8

D De
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30...He37??2, missing 30...Wxg2+! 31.Hxg2
Hxel+ 32.%f2 Be3 and Black has enough
counterplay to draw. After 30...He3 a draw
wits agreed in Groszpeter-Rogers, Biel Open
1991, a time troubled White forgetting that
after 31.2xc6 Hxd3 32. e84+ 217 33.53d8 is
checkmate,

@ 8.0-0 (this is the main line in ECO)
8...2c69.d5! b4 10.2bl exd5 1 1.e5! Hied
— 12.a3'? &ixd2 13.%xd2 a6 14.W14 hé
1564 Dc7  16.8e3 e6  17.8xb6?
(17.¥g4!) 17..2xf4 and Black had sur-
vived the worst in Molzahn-Schwab, St Veit
2002.

- 12.%b3 a5 13.4e3 (soon all the
downsides in Black’s position will become
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clear: the queen is misplaced on b6, the
Black knights can be forced back and the b5
pawn will be a target) 13..Wc7 14.a3 Ha6
15.8d3 8c6 16.Hcl ad 17.5:bd4 Wb7

18.e6!! f6 19.5xc6 (19.42e5! fxe5 20.Wh5+
Rd® — 20...g6 21 Wxe5 — 21.2xchH+ dxcbd
22.@xe4 was even more devastating)
19..dxc6 205044 GecS 21.Wh5+ &d8
22.Bfd1 Hc8 23.4f5 Hc7 24.4f4 Re?
25.45.¢3 Wb 26.20xc6+! Wxc6 27.Bxd5+!
Wxd5 28.8d1 und soon 1-0 in Van der
Sterren-Rogers, Wijk aan Zee 11 1989.

This was a game which gave 2...b5 a poor
reputation, but the real culprit should have
been 6...&bé.

7.59f3 a6 8.0-0 &e7
KA Weé X
& 484414
i A4
F 3
(A
A
AR &Y BAR
B SQWIE®
9.a4

The recommended recipe for White but the
more modest 9. @e2! should be preferred.
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Then 9...d5 10.e5 &fd7 11.b3 leads 1o a far
better version of the game for White —the b7
bishop will have real trouble entering the
game. Nonetheless, this may be better for
Black than 9. %e2 d6 which could lead to the
Crouch-Rogers game given in the next note.

9...bxad

9,..b4 is not (quite) as bad as its reputation.
After 10.%e2 d6 (10..d5 | 1.e5 &fd7 12.a5
leaves Black’s quecnside paralysed) 11.e5!
dxe5 12.dxe5 £fd7? (12...4d5 is far more
natural, although Black has not yet solved the
problem of what to do with his king) 13.2%4
£d5 14.Hdl c6 15.2f4 h6 (15.0-0
16.8c4!) 16.8acl WaS 17.8c4! &bb
18.0d6+ exd6 19.2xd5 @xd5 20.exd6
Gixfd 21.d7+! &e7 22.Wed 43d5 (22, W(5
23.Wxc6 Te2+ 24,5011 Lxcl 25.¥d6+ &f6
26.Wdd+'+—) 23.Hxc6 Wxad (23..dxd7
24 Ge5+ ®e7 25.4xf7!) 24.Hdcl and White
had a winning attack in Crouch-Rogers, Lon-
don Lloyds Bank Open 1992,

10.We2 d5! 11.e5 ©\fd7 12.Exa4 &ic6
13./0b3 ¥h6
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The sort of French-style position Black can
happily play in this line. The weakness of the
bd squarc counterbalances any problems on
a6 and chances are equal. The only game to
have reached this position — Kozul-Laketic,
Kladovo 1990 — saw the lower rated player
draw.




CHAPTER 15
Jeroen Bosch

Rubinstein’s Anti-Meran Variation
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Let’s play 6.2e5

Akiba Rubinstein’s name is attached to nu-
merous opening variations. With no at-
tempt at completeness, how about the
following, incredible, list: there is a Rubin-
stein Variation in the Nimzo-Indian, a
Rubinstein Variation in the French, a
Rubinstein Variation in the Four Knights
Game, the strongest sct-up for White
against the Tarrasch Defence is Rubin-
stein's line, and not bad either is his ad-line
in the Queen’s Gambit Accepted.

Furthermare, there have been major contri-
butions in the Queen’s Gambit, and as a curi-
osum we could add 1.e4 ¢5 2.%:63 &:f6 (the
Rubinstein-Nimzowitsch Variatien). Then
there are systems which do not bear his

name, but owe much to his unusual creative
talent. How about 4.g3 in the Queen’s In-
dian, and the subject of this anticle, the
Meran Varation in the Slav?

It was Rubinstein who devised the Meran
set-up in s games versus Teichmann
{Carlsbad 1923) and Griinfeld (Merano
1924). The latter game gained prominence
in the nomenclature of chess openings. The
Meran is of course a tough theoretical nut to
crack.

However, if we accept the opening genius of
Rubinstein {and who wouldn’t after the
above list), then we have our SOS answer.
For Rubinstein himself opted for 6.£%e3
when facing the Meran as White!
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O Luc Winants
W Sipke Ernst
Dutch team championship 2005/06

1.d4 %66 2.c4 c6 3.5c3 d5 4.e3 eb
5.513 &bd7

The starting position of the Meran Variation,
The normal move order is 1.d4 d5 2.¢4 c6
35563 46 4.5%¢3 e6 5.e3 &:bd7.

6.2e5

E oWdo X
A4 A L4i
A 44
F §2

A A

@y &
£ 8 £ A
H Qwdae H

As mentioncd above, Rubinstein was fond
of this move. White prepares a set-up with
t4, 8.d3 and 0-0.

6...05xe5

This is the main line. Black exchanges the
knight before White gets u chance (o play 4
(when fxe5 would be possible). White's
pawn structure is fractured. but he gains
space in the centre and on the kingside.
Black has several other defensive options at
his disposal:

® 6.64d6 7.04 0-0 8.8d3 dxcd 9.fhxcd
ab4 10.a3 Sxc3+ 11bxe3 5 12.0-0 bS
13.43d6 ¢4 14.2c2 Wb6 15.4xc8 Efxes
16. W3 Wc6 17.e4 22b6 18.g4, Black has
mistreated the opening and was fighting a
losing battle in Rubinstein-Lafora, Ham-
burg Olympiad 1930,

® 6..5e7 7.4d3 0-0 8.f4 (here we sce the
basic idea of Rubinstein’s 6.2:c5. This
set-up is reminiscent of Pillsbury’s plan
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in the Orthodox Queen’s Gambit) 8...c5
(8...dxc4 9.2xc4 c5 10.0-0 Z:ho 11.£b3
£d7 12.dxc5 £xc5 13. %12 bR 14.%hl
We7 15.4:xd7, and White is better, llinsky-
Piesina, Barnau! 1984)

KNeW Eeé
Adi AL idi
ida
F 3 ¥
ARSI
ARRL
AR iy i
HE LW X

Now White is at a crossroads:

— 9.cxd5 ¢xd4 (or 9...%0xd5 10.£:xdS exdS
11.0-0 &6 12.2d2 cxdd 13.exdd Ged!
14.2e3 b6, and now instead of the dubi-
ous pawn sacrifice | 5.15 the modest 15.We2,

Spielmann-Euwe,  Amsterdam  1932)
10.exdd Z3b6 11.0-0 (11.dxe6!? Rxeb
12.5c2) 11...42bxd5 12.Bf3b6 13,5506 Wd6

14.40xd5 exd5 15.8xe7+ Wxe7 16.f5 Whd
17.214 Qe8 18.2d2 Wxb2 19.8b1 Wxa2
20.Ral Wb2 21.8b) ¥Wa2 22 Hal ¥4-14, Ca-
nal-Medina Garcia, Madrid 1951.

— It White does not release the tension with
9.0-0, then Black should play 9...4:b6 rather
than 9...Wc¢77! 10.cxdS exdS 11.%f3 cxdd
12.exd4 Wh6 13.5e3 Wxb2 14.8fcl Wa3
15.Habl &d8 (15..a6 Gligoric) 16.4&f2
Wd6 17.4:b5 Wb8 18.2¢3, with ample com-
pensation,  Spielmann-Miiller, Ebensee
1933,

® 6..dxc4. Now there are two approaches.
White can play a kind of Queen’s Gambit
Accepted with 7.%xd7 2xd7 8.8xcd c5
(8..3c7 900 0-0 10e4t Con-
guest-M.Piket, Embalse 1981) 9.0-0 (9.d5
exd5 10.9:xd5 Sch is, if anything, better for
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Black, Spielmann-Bogoljubow, Zandvoort
1936) 9...%c6 (9...cxd4 10.exdd %c6, and
now perhaps 11.2g5 2e7 12.2xf6!7? Zxf6
13.d5) 10.dxc5 &xc5 11.a3 0-0 12.b4 Re7
13,.8b2 Zc8 equal, Bezman-Fish, Moscow
1995,

Or he cun continue in the style of Rubinstein
with 7.f4

K oWeo K
Ad A 4d4ki
A ia
A
A8 A

@ A
AR A
B QW®e B

- 7.&5%e57 8.fxe5 4:d5 (if 8...42d7 then
Barden's 9.2e2, and not 9.&xcd4 &xc5!)
9.5xc4 5 10.0-0 b5 1).5d3 g6 12.e4 and
White had a clear edge in the game
Schuurman-Timmermans, Hoogeveen 2002.
— 7...58b4 B Wc2 c59 8.xc4 Wh6?(9...cxd4
10.exdd4 0-0) 10.a3 cxdd 1l.exdd Z£d6
12.%e2 a6? (12..0-0 13.8e3+) 13.5xf7,
and White won in a few moves, Con-
quest-Moscr, Embalse 1981.

As readers of New In Chess Magazine have
pointed out, 8.&xc4 is also good, for, after
8...%0e4. White can favourably sac a pawn
with 9.0-0.

— 7..c58.4xcd £e79.0-00-0 10.2h] cxd4
[lexdd &b6 12.6b3 &bdS  13.Wf3
{White's isolated pawn set-up, although un-
common, is not 50 bad — remember Botvin-
nik-Vidmar, Nottingham 19367) 13...2d7
14.£5 £c6 15.fxe6 fxe6 16.We2 and White is
better, Ross-Delgado Crespo, Cienfucgos
1997,

® 6..a6. This position usually arises in

prictice via a different move order (either
via the Chebanenko Variation or via the
Meran with 5...a6 instead of 3...42bd7). 7.14,

and now:

Kl oWes K
A A4 141
4 4 14

iy i A LS
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- 7.¢5 Bexdd exdS 9.&e2 (9.8d3)
9...cxd4 10.exd4 b5 11.0-0 £b7, and here
12.4f3 would have been stronger than the
game continuation 12.a4?! b4 13.62b1 £.d6.
Schmaus-Unzicker, Riedenburg 1947.

— 7..5b4 8.8d3 dxcd 9.2:x¢c4 b5 1D.&5e5
£57 11.a3 Sxc3+ 12.bxe3 ¢5 13.0-0 c4'?!
14.%c2 &xeS 15.fxeS WdS 16.8c2 and
White dominates, Ward-Vea, Caleta 2005.
— 7..0xcd 8.8.xc4 b5 9.8b3 W7 10.WF3
467 [ 1.Wh3. The opening has been a big
success. Rubinstein won after 11...%xeS
12.fxeS £:d5 13.4xd5 cxd5 14.5d2 Sc7
15.0-0 0-0 16.Hacl Wbe 17.8¢2 g6
18.5d3 u57 19.Hf3 b4 20.8Hcfl &g7?
(20...246 21.8xa6 Wxa6 22.Wh6 Wd3
23.3h3 g5 24.ed!) 21.3el 5 22.exté+
axfé 23.Hxf6!, 1-0 Rubinstein-Vajda,
Budapest 1926.

® 6.4b4 7.2d2 (now 7.f47 &xe5 8.fxes
ied is just bad for White) 7...0-0(7...22xe5
8.dxe5 ©d7 9.f4 wansposes, while 9. W4
0-0 10.exdS S&xc3 11.8xc3 exdS 12.Wd4!?
is an extra option) 8.2e2 (8.2d3 is inaccu-
rate after 8..&xeS 9.dxe5 &d7 10.cxdS
ZxeS [1.8xh7+ dxh? 12.8h5+ gl
13.¥xe5 exdS. and Black is betier,
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Schoonmaker-Stripunsky, Oklahoma 2004;
8.f4 5 9.cxd5 cxd4 10.exdd b6 11.2d3
&bxds 12.0-0 Wb6, and Black was doing
fine, Taylor-Shulman, Los Angeles 2002)
8...0xe5 9.dxe5 Hd7

Kl oW K&
Ai A 144
F L

— 10.cxd5 exdS 11.f4 a5 12.0-0 We7 13.a3
SicS 14.2d3 f6 | 5.¥c2 was approximately
equal in Dzagnidze-Ovod, Dresden 2004.

— 10.f4 &¢5 11.0-0 Kxc3 12.8xc3 Ged
13.%c2 Wb6 14.2d3 g6 and here Bezman-
Berezin, Alushta 1999, ended in a premature
draw. It would appear that White has a pleas-
ant edge in the final position. Note that
14.. Wxe3+ 15,01 is better for White. who
obtains attacking possibilities with 16.Hae|
or 16.213, while 14...6xc3? 15.2xh7+ &h8
16.23 %Sed4 17.8h3 5 18.2g6+ S8

19.We2 just wins.
7.dxe5 £d7 8.14
X oWéeo K
Ad A iii
AR A
A8
2 2
@Y 3
2y & 2y 2
g Jwda B
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The endgume after 8.cxd5 &ixe57! 9.14 &6
10.dxc6 Wxd1+ 11.422xd1 is more pleasant
for White, 11...bxc6 12.2d2e5 13.2cl exf4
14exf4 £d6 1523 RKeb6 16.8cd4, and
Rubinstein won after a long struggle
(against Mikenas in Prague 1931). However,
Black should play 8...exd5 9.4 2b4.
8...a67!

This is a useful move in principle, and if
Chebanenka’s 4...a6 is playable, then why
not 8..a6 here? However, with this stow
move Emst just allows White to play his
ideal set-up {cxd5, £d3 and 0-0). Some mi-
nor alternatives:

- 8..f671 9.cxd5 cxd5 10.&d3 5 11.0-0
&S 12.2¢2 with a small advantage for
White, Liascovich-Hungaski, Buenos Aires
2003.

— 8..f5 9.9¢2 a6 10.0-0 b5 !1.cxd5 cxdS
12.a4 b4 13.22xd5! exdS 14.WxdS %b6
15.Wc6+ 2d7 16.8h5+ g6 17.6xgb+ hxgh
18.Wxg6+ Fe7 19.Wf6+ del 20.Wxhg,
and White should, but didn’t, win in
Kraus-Heinrich, Kirchheim 1947.

— 8..dxcd 9.&xcd bS 10.2e2 £b7 11.0-0
Who 12.Wc2 a6 13.a4 SLe7 14.8f3 g6
15.0h3 Oc8 16.£d2 bd 17.5¢4 ¢5 18b3
£d5 19.8e] Wb7 20.4d2 8.xg2 21 Sxab!
Wxa6 22.&xg2 Wed+ 23.212 6 1b6 24 Bel
Wa6 25.Bc] We2?1 26.&c4 Wxe2 27 Hxc2,
White has an endgame edge and waon after a
long game in Rubinstein-Rosselli del Turco,
Prague Olympiad 1931.

— 8..00b6 9.Wb3 (V.cxd5 exdS 10.8e2
Wha+ 11.g3 Wh3 12.21] Wgd 13.Wxed
Sxgd YaY2, Bezman-Popuovich, Alushta
1999) 9. We7 10.2d2 6 1l.exf6 gxt6
12.0-0-0dxcd 13.8xc4 thxed 14, Wxcd £47
§5.%0e4 b3 16.¥d3 5 17.64f6+, and White
won quickly in Nimzowitsch-Mieses,
Frankfurt 1930.

— 8..8¢5 9.5d2 46 10.cxd5 cxd5 11.4d3
a7 12.0-0 %c5 13.8¢2 d4 14.exdd Wxdd+
15.%h] 2d7 16.We2 2c6 17.4c3 Wd7
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18.b4 fHiad 19.8xad! Gxad 20.£xa7 Oxa7
2115 Scb (21..exf5 22.e6 fxeb 23.5xad
Wxad 24 Wxe6+) 22.Hadl We7 23.b5 &d7
24 We3 Ha8 25.16 gxf6 26.5%e4 1-0, Garcia
Palermo-Huerta, Bavamo 1985.

The two main replies are:

® 8..8bd4 9.82d2 (clearly stronger than
9.cxd3, as proven by Botvinnik in his game
against Makogonov: 9.cxd5 exd5 10.2d3
@c5! 11.8.c2 ~ now Black has an annoying
check, insiead 11.0-0 would have been
preferable, according to Botvinnik -
11 %hd+ 12.g3 — 12.%f1 Botvinnik -
12...¥h3, and Black had the edge in the
well-known game Makogonov-Botvinnik,
Sverdlovsk 1943).
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Here Black should not play 9...dxc4 because
of 10.%%4.

— 9...f5 10.a3 8.5 11.b4 d4 12.52a2!7 dxe3
{3.8¢! &e7 14.8xe3 with a space advan-
tage in the game Spielmann-Pokomy, Sliuc
1932,

- 9..0-0 10.a3 2a5 11.%c2 a6 12.8d3
Whd+ (our familiar manoeuvre again) 13.g3
Wh3 14.811 Who (14..¥WhS 15.8e2 Wh3
16.0-0-0} 15.cxd5 cxd5 16.52g2 bS 17.0-0
£b6, with near-equality, Boleslavsky-
Sakharov, Kiev [958,

- 9. ¥b610.220-0 11.0-0 £xc3 12.bxc3
dxcd 13.8xcd EdB 14,8 c2 W5 15.8e2 b6
16.Bad] &f8 17.8cl £b7 18.Hd4 ®e7

19.2fd] ¢35 20.Hd6, White is superior,
Rubinstein-Vidmar, San Remo 1930.

® 8. £e79.cxdS. Now is the right moment
to clarify the situation in the centre. How
should Black recapture?

KT aWe E
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- 9..exd5 10.82d3 %5 11.%c2 Compared
to Makogonov-Botvinnik above the bishop
is not on b4 but on €7, so Black cannot play
11..%Wh4+ (as Botvinnik could), 11..f5
12.0-00-0 1363 g6 14.4b2 &Gied (or 14,,.b6
1504 Zed 16.8xed dxed |7.9b3+ Hf7
18.Kfd1 Makogonov-Yudovich, Leningrad
1939) 15.%xed dxed 16.We2 Leb 17.g4
Bondarevsky-Belavenets, Leningrad 1939,
— 9..cxds 10.6d3 &S (10...0-0 11.0-0 15
12.exf6 Dxf6 13.We2 a6 14.e4 d4 15.5d1
b6 165 ©dS 17.Wh5 g6 18.2xg6!,
Welling-Michalczak, Zwolle 1993) 11.4c2
aS 12.0-0 g6 13.e4 (13.b3 looks like an im-
provement) 13..d4 14.53a4 b6 (Black has
14..d3") 15.4xcS bxe5 16.2d3 ad 17.15,
with unclear play in Tantakower-Muroczy,
Nice 1930,

9.cxd5

For curiosity's sake, in the game Meszaros-
Tokos, Slovakia 1998, there followed:
9.Wf3, provoking the following combina-
tion: 9...dxcd 10.8xc4 DxeS 11.fxe5 Wha+
12,23 ¥xcd 13.2f1 (White is virtually win-
ning!) 13...2d7 14.¥x{7+ &d8, and now in-
stead of the game continuation 15.xf8+7,
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White wins with 15.e4 Sb4 16,285+ &c7
17.0-0-0.

9...cxd5

After9..exd3 White does not play 10.2d3?!
&ies 11,2027 Wha+ 12.g3 Wh3, but 10.e4
or 10.&e2!? £¢5 11.0-0 0-0 12.5&h1.
10.5d3 b5

Perhaps the modest 10..2e7 11.0-0 0-0
12.b3 f5.

11.0-0

X tWea K
A iAii
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11..96

So as to nip in the bud White's attack along
the bl-h7 diagonal.

12.b3 g7 13.£b2 Z:c5 14.2¢c2 b4
White is better after 14...2b7 15.b4 £d7
(15.. .64 16.5'xed dxed 17.2d4) l6.ad
bxud 17.%:xa4,

15.5e2 704 16.5.d4

White preserves all the positional pluses of
his position. He will chase the knight from
ed with &7.g3 and if necessary Wf3. However.
very attractive was also 16.8xed dxed
17.¥xd8+ &xd8 I8.Hfdl+, which yields
White an appreciable endgame advantage.
16...4b7 17.5:93 Hc8

Better was 17...%:xg3 18.hxg3 h5. restrain-
ing White on the kingside and aiming for the
march of the h-pawn.

18.4d3 '2:c3?

Again 18..%xg3 19.hxg3 h3. Castling
[8...0-0 is met by 19.% :xed dxed 20.5c4.
19. W13
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19...157

This aggravates Black’s problems.
20.exf6 2x6 21.%g4

With the double threat of 22 ¥Wxe6+ and
22 axpb+.

21...5d7

This defends against both threats, but still al-
lows Winants to finish in style:

22151 e5

Black is beyond survival: 22..exf57
23.6xf5+, and 22...gxt5 23.8xt15.
23.fxgb+ &c7 24.52h5 exd4 25.Hxf6
b8

Or 25...bxg6 26,91+ bd7 27 Wd6+ Hel
28.2g7 mate.

26.97
¢y X W X
k-3 A&
& pa
F 3
A 4 W
Y POl
P2 A
= &

Black resigned. since there is nothing to play
forafter either 26...2¢8 27,8 xh7 or 26...Ze8
27.Hf7 dxc3 28.2:16.



CHAPTER 16
Sergey Tiviakov

English Four Knights — 4.d4 e4!?
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1.c4 e5 2.5¢3 &§c6 3.3 66 4.d4 e4

With Black it is important to know what to
do in the English Four Knights after 1.c4 5§
2.5:¢3 % eh 3,503 506 4.d4. [ speak from
experience. When | encountered this move
for the first time in 1993 against [lva Smirin
(Rostov-on-Don) | had no special recipe and
went for the traditional 4..cxdd 5.2:xd4
S.bd and after 6.&g5 received a worse posi-
tion, [ had to sufler a lot o make a draw,

[0 1tya Smirin
M Sergey Tiviakov
Rostov on Don 1993
1.c4 e5 2.%¢c3 %416 3.7213 Lichb 4.d4
exd4 5.5.xd4 2b4 6.595 h6 7.2h4

&xc3+ 8.bxc3 d6 9.5 x¢6 bxcé 10.¢5
We7 11.e3 We5 12.W¥d4 ¢.ed 13.cxd6
cxd6 14.Zc1 &e6 15.8d3 (.cH
16.4b1 &d7

b [}

& 44
f 3
w

> e e

AR

& > Ee

f 3
a
&
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17.2d1 W¥xd4 18.Ixd4 Hab8 19.0-0
Hb2 20..@.93 &b7 21.2fd1 &e7 22.n4
a5 23.a4 Hd8 24.8e4 c5 25.H4d2
Hxd2 26.0xd2 d5 27.213 &1d6 28.02b2
Hc8 29.2b6 45 30.2b7+ &6 31.8¢7
d4 32.cxd4 cxd4 33.e4 5ixh4 34.4e2
g5 35.93 4g6 3614 gxf4 37.gxi4
Hxc7 38.Exc7 &xf4 39.&f2 %ixe2
40.%xe2 £b3 41.Hc6+ 2g7 42.%d3
fxad 43.Mc5 &d7 44.Exa5 &g6
45.%xd4 h5 46.%e3 h4 47.%f4 h3
48.2g5+ 416 Ya=Va

After that game ] spent some time to find the
most convincing way to equalize. And it is
4...e4 which I can wholeheartedly recom-
mend to the readers of this book. A note of
waming: some of the lines arising after
4...e4 are sharp, and in one line Black is re-
quired to sacrifice the material. So study ev-
erything carefully!

After 4...e4 White has four different possi-
bilities:

A) 5.d5M

B) 5.%¢5

C) 5.5d2

D) 5.9g5

Variation A

[J Fricis Apscheneek
M Savielly Tartakower
Folkestone Olympiad 1933

1.c4 €5 2.45¢3 &c6 3.5113 4116 4.dd e4
5.d57!

This is an innocuous line. Simply taking
with the pawn on 3 leads to the better end-
ing for Black.

5..exf3 6.dxc6 fxg2 7.cxd7+ ¥xd7
8.Wxd7+ 2xd7

The ending favours Black since White has
more groups of pawns.
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9...cé

Aftersimply 9...0-0-0!? Black is just better.
10.4g5 2e6 11.63 2b4 12.Hc1 hé
Black could have refrained from this move
and castled immediately with 12...0-0-0
with the better chances.

13.£d2 0-0-0 14.2b1 Hxd2!?

Of course, it was not necessary lo sacrifice
the exchange. Black could have just taken
with the bishop on d2, keeping the better
chances.

15.%xd2 Hd8

Black has sufficient compensation. Unfortu-
natcly this game is not complete in my data-
base. Eventually Black won, Tartakower
was much stronger than his oppenent.

Variation B

[} Bogdan Lalic

B Larry Christiansen
Frankturt Chess Classic 1995

1.c4 e5 2.5:¢3 2216 3.213 %ic6 4.d4 ed

5.%2:e5

This poses no real preblems for Black either,

after

5..5b4!

This diminishes the pressure on the

ed-pawn. Please note that 5..&8¢7?! looks




English Four Knights — 4.d4 e4!?

tempting {trying to win the knight e5). How-
ever, after 6. 85! Black can't win the knight
on ¢5 and has to spend some time to protect
the pawn on e4,

6.5495

Other moves don’t promise any advantage
either: 6.£xc6 dxcb is equal, and after
6.4d2 @xc3 7.8xc3 e3!? Black can even
fight for the initiative, sacrificing a pawn.
Note that Black can also simply cqualize
with 7...0-0. The text move 6.5%g5 is logical,
pinning the opponent, and increasing the
pressure on the c4-pawn.

6...n6 7.2h4

Play is equal after 7./xc6h dxch 8.&xf6
Wx{6. After 7.&2xf6 Wxf6 8.2:xc6 Black has
the additional option of 8...c3!2.

7..e31?

{f]\ﬁ g Ku:ﬁ & ."ﬁ'\. lg
=t weal H

This is an incredibly interesting move. As
we will see, this sacrifice is typical for this
variation, slowing the development of the
White pieces, Black also gains the control
over the ed-square. Other moves such as
7..0-0and 7...We7 8.&:x¢6 dxc6 are enough
for equatity.

8.1xe3 g5 9.593 Zed 10.¥c2

Or 10.%d3 f5 with compensation.
10...54xg3

1 can’t understand why Black exchanges his
strong knight on ¢4 which paralyses White's
position. Much stronger is [0...f517.

11.5%xc67?!

White returns the favours and commits a
mistake. After 11.hxg3! &xe5 12.dxe5 We7
13.a3 2xc3+ 14.%xc3 White is better. He is
one pawn up, although the game is far from
clear considering White’s fractured pawn
structure.

11...dxc6 12.hxg3 We7

Here 12...8e6!? is interesting.

13.e4

After 13.a3 &xc3+ 14.Wxc3 £d7 Black fin-
ishes his development first.

13...£g4 14.0-0-07?!

Instead 14.a3 &xc3+ 15.bxc3 0-0-0 with
compensation for Black should have been
preferred, since after the text Black is better.
White’s centre is too weak, and he is also be-
hind in development.

14..0-0-0 15.e5 16 16.exf6 Wxf6
17.%2e4

& X K
Aid
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fés') g @ {\J“\ rt‘\?‘
~o9-q K} P

Bluck is better afier 17.Wad fxc3 18.bxc3
LbB.

17..¥g7?

A serious mistake allowing White to free his
pieces. After the correct 17...¥e6 Black has
the upper hand.

18.a3 2e7 19.0{2 Se6 20.e3

White is slightly better now.

Probably disappointed by his mistake on
move 17, Black allows the blockade on the
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kingside and in the centre. After the correct
20...h5 the game would not have been all that
clear.

21.g4!

Now Black can’t prevent the transfer
5.d3-15.

21..2hf8 22.2d3 2g8 23.415

White is much better now. The rest of the
game is hardly interesting for our purpose
anymore. White eventually won after a long
struggle.

23..Efe8 24.5e4 2f8 25.&b1 ab
26.0c1 ¢S5 27.dxc5 He5 28.Ihd1
Hde8 29.0d7 LE5e7 30.Ecdl We5
31.c6 b6 32.Wad4 2g7 33.X1d2 La7
34.5c3 Hxd7 35.cxd7 Kd8 36.¥c6
Wes 37.%xc5 bxe5 38.2ed4 Hbé
39.b3 fe5 40.%c2 kc6 41.Hd1 2d6
42.2h1 218 43.2d1 217 44.5%¢c3 497
45.2e4+ &b6 46.00d5+ Lxd5
47.0xd5 416 48.515 If8 49.e4 c6
50.2d6é Hc7 51.He6 4d8 52.2xh6
Hf6 53.Hh7 &d6 54.Bh8 &c7 55.e5
Hf7 56.9d3 a5 57.&ed4 He7 58.e6
Hg7 59.&e5 He7 60.Axd8 &xds8
61.4f6 Hxd7 62.exd? &c7 63.%e7
b7 64.d8Y Hab 65.4c8+ 1-0

Variation C
O Mikhail Botvinnik

M Salo Flohr
Moscow (5th match game) 1933

1.c4 e5 2.%2¢3 &16 3.:313 7.:¢6 4.d4 e4
5.22d2

This allows Black to exchange the central
pawns.

5....2xd4

Black does not need to play 5...2b4 6.e3
with a slight plus for White.

6.%:dxe4 web

In the game White gets an extra possibility to
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complicate a game. If you like simple and
easy play go for 6...Z:xed! After 7.%'xed (or
7.W¥xd4 Dxe3 8.¥xc3 d5! with equal
chances) 7...4bd+' §.2d2 £xd2+ 9. ¥xd2
e6 10.g3 the same position is reached as in
the game.

7.g3

After 7.5 xfo+ Wxf6 8.2:d5 We6, followed
by ...ch, the position is unclear.

7..%xed 8.0 .xed £ha+!

El oW X
ltllilll

# AN
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H QWde H

Itis important to exchange the dark-squared
bishops, after which Black will have a
slightly passive position but without any
weaknesses. His bishop c8 will be better
than the bishop g2. Thus, the position is
equal!

9.6d2 &xd2+ 10.Wxd2 00 11.892
d6 12.0-0

According to Botvinnik 12.8d} £d7 13.c5
f5 ld.cxd6 fxed 15.dxc7 can be met by
15... ¥f6!.

12..2d7 13.%2:¢3 &c6 14.53d5 a5
15.e4 3¢5 16.Hfe1 Ze8 17.Had1 a4
Botvinnik remarks that 17...&xd5 18.¥xd5
W6 is not good for Black after 19.e5! Exe5
20.Hxe5 Wxes 21.xe5 dxes 22.Ed5S and
White is slightly better.

18.He3 4d7!

A strong move according to Botvinnik! The
bishop stands betier on ¢6, where it will
pressurize the cd-pawn.
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19.%7¢3 2e6 20.Wd4 16 21.2f1 We7
22.5°d5 W17 23.Edel c6 24,5314

Or 24.%3b6 Bu6 25.%xd6, and now:

— 25..We7 26.Wxe7 Hxe7 27.4:d5!

~ 25.. W18 26. W xf8+(26.Wc7 Bc7 27.Wd6
7 (Botvinnik) 28. W xf8+ Axf8 29.4:d5%)
26...5%xf8 27.%:d5 cxd5 28.cxdS.

- 25..Bxb6! (stronger than the above
moves that Botvinnik gave) 26.¥xc5 Exb2
with cqual chances.

24..Wc7 25.%d3 b6 26.2b4 2f7
27.Wec3 Had8 28.5c2 Ke7 29.2.d4
#2g6 The position is equal. 30.f3 Or
30.6g2 Sde8 3leS! dxeS (31.ExeS
32.5:xc6 Exe3 33.Hxe3 Exc3 34.¥xel
&f8) 32.f0xc6 Bd7 33.51d5+ Botvinnik.
30..Ede8 31.b4 axb3 32.axb3 &e6
33.5:15 4xf5 34.exfs g5 35.202
Hxe3 36.0xe3 Hxe3 37.Wxe3 &18
38.14 57 39.b4

&
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39...d5! 40.cxd5 c5! 41.bxc5 bxcs
42 ¥%a3 4d6 43.41 &7 44.5d3 ¢4
45.2¢2 c3 46.¥b4! Scd 47.Wxe3
W5+ 48.%h1 Wxd5+ v%-1%

Variation D
5.2:¢5 is the most natural move in the posi-
tion. And here comes the moment when
knowledge is essential. Black should not be
afraid to sacrifice a pawn. After 5..h6!
White has three possible moves:
DI) 6.£:h3
D2) 6.%:gxed
D3) 6.d5

Variation D1

D Suat Atalik
B Sergey Tiviakov

Beijing 1997
1.c4 e5 2.%:¢3 %16 3.5:(3 ¢'.c6 4.d4 ed
5.%g5 h6 6.2h37!
With such a passive move White cunnot
hope for any advantage.
6...5b4 7.e3
Not good is 7.d57!. After 7...%.xc3+ 8.bxc3
5 9. Wdd d6 his pawns are weak, and the
knight on h3 is out of play.
7..5x¢3+ 8.bxc3 d6 9.5:f4
Dubious is 9.g37! &gd.
9...0-0 10.2e2 Ee8 11.h4
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1 would prefer 11.0-0, when Black should
play b7-b6 and try to attack the weak pawn
on c4 by Ra6, Ta5 with slightly better
chances. After the text White is threatening
te push the pawns on the kingside, so I have
no time to attack the c4-pawn.

11..5%7 12.24 /g6 13.h5!7?

After 13.%xg6 fxgb Bluck obtains play
along the f-file, targeting the pawn on f2. But
after 13.h5 there is no longer any danger of
the advance of White's pawns on the
kingside.

13...518

Worse is 13...%0x1471 14.exf4Z£.

14.a5 €6

The knight aims for g5 where it will block
any White play on the kingside.

15.4)xe6 sixe6 16.14

White does not castle since after 16.0-0 Wd7
he cannot prevent the exchange of the
white-squared bishops, when the h5-pawn
will become very weak.

16...Wd7

Here 16...exf3 17.gxf3 was possible, but the
arising position is unclear — White gets a
very strong centre.

17.2h4

White has to prevent the exchange of the
bishops, otherwise he is simply worse.
17..\%e7 18.2h2 Wd7 19.2h4 We7

X e
Aid Waa
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5 OwWE I
20.5d27

A serious mistake, White underestimates
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Black’s play. He should have repeated the
moves. Now his position goes downhill.
20...%h7 21.Zh1 15 22.Wb3 Xabs
23.5&c1 416 24.2a3 b6 25.axb6 axbé
Threatening ...b5.

26.d5

But now the pawns c3 and c4 are fixed.
26...217 27.&12 Ha8 28.c5

With so many weuakness in his camp,
White decides 10 sacrifice a pawn to get
some counterplay along the al-h8 diago-
nal.

28...bxc5 29.c4 Heb8 30.¥c3 Ha6
31.4b2 Hab6 32.Ka2

After 32.8abl the pin is very unpleasant.
32..0b3 33.Wc1 CeB 34.Wal fd7
35.52¢37!

Here 35.4xf6 Wxf6 36.Wxf6 gxf6 37.Ha7
was much more stubborn. Black still has to
work hard to win.

35...%e8 36.Ma7 Wd8 37.%a5 Zb1
Creating an attack against the white king.
Black wins without too much problems.
38.2h3

Or 38.Hxbl HExb] 39.Xa8 Whd+ mating.
38...Hc1 39.¥a3 Hc2 40.Wa1? This
loses by force. 40.Ehl was necessary.
40...2b3 The rest is easy und not so inter-
esting. 41.2xg7 41.%a5 Nbb2 winning.
41...%xg7 42.Za8 2c8 43.2g3 Ibb2
44.2b8 Hxe2+ 45.511 Wha 46.0xc8+
&h7 0-1

Variation D2

[ Eduard Gerstenfeld
B Andor Lilienthal
Moscow ch-URS 1940
1.c4 e5 2.55¢3 4316 3.4:13 £ic6 4.d4 ed
5.2:95 h6 6.7:gxed
This leads to an equal ending more or less by
force.
6...2:xed 7.%5xed Wha
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The point of the whole line, Black regains
the pawn. Worse is 7...d5 8.4¢3, which is
better for White.

8.5c3

8.Wd3?! is very dangerous for White after
8...d5! 9.cxd5 £3b4 10. Wbl L5 11.43d6+
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— Now after 11...cxd6 12.¥x{5 g6 13. 94!
Zic2+ 14.8d1 Wx(4 15.8.xf4 Sxal 16.e3 a6
17.5d3 $d7 18.2d2 White had two pawns
for the exchange: his chances are to be pre-
ferred. Smirin-Johannessen, Istanbul 20(X).
— Therefore stronger is: 1l..2xd6!
12.¥xt5 g6! 13. ¥bl Wxd4, when my anal-
ysis reveals that play is equal after 14.e4!?
Wes 15.0d1 Wxf2 1643 Wdd+ (or
16...%0a6 Tiviakov) 17.&el £1ab.

Instead the game B.Kovacevic-Zelcic,
Bizovac 2001, went 14.a3 0-0-0 15.&d2
txd5 16.e3 6 17.%c2 Ehe8 18.2e2 bR
19.0-0 &:f4 Black is already slightly better,

and won after 20.2f3 £h3+ 21.&h1 Hgs
22.8c3 We7 23.5e2 Sed 24.%gl 5
25.0ael hS 26.4d37 Sxh2+ 27.&xh2
Wde+ 0-1.

8..Wxd4 9.3 9.Wxd4 Zixd4 is about
equal wwo. 9..Wxdi+ 10.xd1 fe7
11.55d5 £d8 The ending is equal.
12.£d2 In Zapata-Morovic Fernandez,
Tunis izt 1985, the players called it a day
after 12.b3 d6 13.8b2 0-0 14.8.d3 a5 Y2-Va.
12..d6 13.%¢3 0-0 14.0e2 &e5
15.&d2 c6 16.2:f4 He8 17.0hd1 Lg4
18.b3 a5 19.h3 &f5 20.%el Lc7

And after a long game (86 moves) and a fine
exchange sacrifice by Lilienthal the game
ended peacefully.

Variation D3
[ Zahar Efimenko

B Julen Arizmendi
Gibraltar 2006

1.c4 e5 2.5:¢3 416 3.5\3 Hc6 4.d4 e4
5.%g5 hé 6.dS

The latest try by White to find an advantage
in this variation.

6...hxg5

This is forced as 6..4%57 is bad. After
7.&gxed Gixed (7...40xc4 8.Wda+) 8.thxed
&xcd 9.¥d4 White has a huge advantage.
7.dxcé
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7..g4

After 7..bxc6 8.2xg5 White is slightly
better, the pawn on e4 is weak and it is not
easy to get rid off the pin.

In my opinion, 7..8c5! is the strongest
move in the position: 8.cxb7 (8.23a4 £bd+
9,43 fcS is a repetition, but Black may try
9...bxc6!7) 8...2xb7. Now nothing is gained
by 9.%5a4 fibd+ 10.5c3 SgdT (10..L8c5 is
again a repetition). After 9.¢3 the old game
Kostic-Opocensky, Prague 1931, continued
with9,,.We7. Black should prefer9...2d6!7,
followed by ...2e5, with a strong initiative.
The plan chosen by Arizmendi Martinez, al-
though very spectacular, is less strong.
Luckily for him his opponent was absolutely
out of form on that day (or, maybe, he
strongly underestimated his opponent).
8.cxb7 8.xb7 9.414 e3!?

[nstead 9.45h5 10.8e3 &6 11.314
(11.8d4 c50) is at least equal for Bluck,
while 9...Kb817 also deserves serious atlen-
tion.

10.8xe3 g3 11.1xg3 g4

Black has a certain amount of compensation
for his two pawns.

12.%d4 xe3 13.Wxe3+ Ge7 14.Wd3
I would have castled immediately: 14.0-0-0
0-0 15.%d3 and if White is not slightly
better, then he should at least be able to de-
fend successfully finishing his development
and returning his extra matcrial. A sample

138

lincis 15...2¢6 16.5:d5 &xd5 17. WxdSetc.
14..2b8 15.e4

Again 15.0-0-0 was better.

15...4¢6 16.2e27!

For me it is a mystery why White gave up the
pawn and didn’t castle. Yet again queenside
castling was correct,

16...Exb2 17.0-0 2c5+ 18.5xh1 Wg5
19.2f47?

Here 19.5f5 was necessary, Black has com-
pensation after 19...We3.

19...5d6 20.2g4??

A blunder. But after the correct 20.8{3 £e5
Black is already much better.

A Ai 44
28
=
ABAME
)] &3
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20...Hxh2+ 21.%g1

21.&xh2 Whé+ 22.Hh4 Wxhd+ 23.&gl
S¢5+ 24.59f) Whi mate.

21.. . Wch+

And White is mated,



CHAPTER 17
Hikaru Nakamura

Attacking the Sicilian Centre

A
&

A

K oWeo0 AKX
44 1242 1
A

PAAREY  ES A RS
H Q¥Wda H

&

&%)

1.e4 ¢5 2.&f3 & c6 3.4¢3 g6 4.a3!7?

Stausucally, the Sicilian is Black’s best bet
apainst 1.e4. Positionally, this should not
come as u surprise. After all, Black’s main
idea is 10 exchange his c-pawn for White's
d-pawn to obtain a healthy centre. From a
strategical point of view, White would do
much better to throw his b-pawn at Black’s
c-pawn. The Sicilian Wing Gambit is not
quite sound though.

Recently, when confronted by an Acceler-
ated Dragon. Hikaru Nakamura prepared the
b4-thrustby playing 4. a3 and 5.Bb|. Typical
of the young American showing his custom-
ary disrespect for classical chess you might
say. However, Nakamura was following in
the footsteps of Ljubomir Ljubojevic who

played these moves more than twenty years
ago versus Tony Miles,

U Hikaru Nakamura
B Ruben Felgaer
Cuemavaca Young M

ters 2006

1.e4 c5

As I learned from my game against GM
Volokitin at the Lausannne Young Masters,
my experiment with 2. Wh5 against the Sicil-
ian should not be repeated any time soon.
Although it is not effective against the Sicil-
ian, [ still feel that it is quite playable against
1...el.

2.2:13 506 3.2:¢c3 g6 4.a3 £g7 5.0b1
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Chess ts becoming quite predictable these
days as most openings have been thoroughly
analyzed. One way to avoid this is to experi-
ment with less familiar structures that force
both players to think for themselves. The
idea behind this move is simply to play b4
and expand on the queenside immediately.
This plan is more commonly used in the
English Opening, when White already has a
pawn on c4. Without the c4-pawn, this ap-
pears to be less logical, but as with all experi-
ments, nothing can be determined without
being tested.

5...216

Surprisingly on move 5, we have already
found our way out of theory! The best known
and only other example in this line is: 5...e6
6.b4 b6 7.2b2 d6 8.2b5 Ze7 9.%:dS and so
on, Ljubojevic-Miles, Tilburg 1985, See the
next game,

6.b4 d6

Black could alsotry: 6...cxb4 7.axb4 d5 8.b5
¢ha5 9.exdS &xd5 10.40xd5 WxdS 11.2d3
0-0 12.0-0, or 6...b6 7.bxc5 bxe5 8.8c4 0-0
9.0-0 d6 10.h3 &d7 11.4b2. In both cases
play is about equal.

7.bxc5 dxc5 8.4.b5 £.d7 9.0-0 0-0
i W Ee
AL 2AASA

Al aa
o8 Y
R O W
Al BAAR
EQWHES

10.He1 Se8 11.22d5 d6 12.211 €6
13.2e3 41d4 14.d3 2a4

[tappears that Black has seized the initiative
by posting his pieces more aggressively. He
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should now plan on playing ...{5 at the ap-
propriate time to restrict White further.

15.2b2 Wa5 16.23d2 Hfd 17.We1

No good is 17.e57! @xe5 (17..26f5N
18.&xf5 exf5 19.8xd4 cxd4 20.Exb7 £xe5
21.0b4 £622.%c4 Wa6 23.g3 aund White is
perfectly fine in this position despite com-
puter evaluations) 18.%:dc4 Fixed 19.41x¢4
£2xh2+ 20.&xh2 W7+ 21.dg) fxc2
22 ¥d2 @xb] 23.Hxbl and Black is better.
17...0acB 18.c3 b5 19.4a1 &:c6 20.f4

KK &
Afa
AAiX 1

A A A
LEYW HDod

20...2d7?

This is a terrible move as it lets White ac-
quire even more space with €5 and in partic-
ular, the ¢4 square.

20)...f5 is definitely the best move as it denics
White the use of ed.

21.e5 &5 22.2e4 Wb 23.2:g4 &h8
24.%h1 Zcd8 25.Wh2!?

25.Wd2 is probably a little bit better, but 1
figured that even after the exchange sac on
d3, I would retain a huge advantage.
25..Hxd3 26.@xd3 Hxd3 27.0gf2
Hd7 28.¥e2 c4 29.W13 &c2 30.2b2
Lxed 31.¥xed Wc5 32.Wbl ab
33.%e4 Wa7 34.a4

From here on, White is in control. During the
course of the next seven moves Felgaer pro-
ceeds to fall apart completely in bad time
pressure.

34..h6 35.axb5 axb5 36.Hxb5 g5




Attacking the Sicilian Centre

37.fxg5 Rxe5 38.Hc5 Wc7 39.Wb5
4te7 40.h3 &£g3 41.2H hxgs
42.0xg5 Se5 43.Wxcd Hgb 44.We2
214

Black resigned.

Note that our next high-profile clash was
played in the famous Tilburg tournament
which Miles won (shared with Hiibner and
Korichnoi) despite suffering from severe
back problems.

(0 Ljubomir Ljubojevic
B Tony Miles
Tilburg 1985

(notes by Tony Miles in New In Chess 1985/11}
1.e4 c5 2.%:c3

Ljubo has been ducking main line Dragons
against me since the Malta Olympiad 1980.
He has twice tried the Closed Sicilian (Lon-
don 1982 and Plovdiv 1983), but was fortu-
nate to emerge with a single half point. [ was
intrigued to see what he had in mind this
time,

2...%06 3.4:13

A main line after all?

3...g6 4.a3!7?

No! Of course a3 followed by b4 is guite a
natural positional method of attacking a *Si-
cilian centre’. [ had considered it myself,
The usual problem is that White cannot exert
enough influence over b4 iiscif to get the ad-
vance in. But with the black bishop commit-
ted to g7 it becomes possible.

4..297 5.2b1 e6

Black can try to make White look silly with
5..a5, when it’s hard to believe that the
weakness of b5 is important. [ preferred to
develop guictly though.

6.b4 bb

Calmly maintaining control of d4.

7.4b2 d6

Avoiding 7...%:ge7 8.2)b5.

8.2b5 2e7 9..0d5

E oW X
i Aaidi
AAdi i

o} YA
A A

& 2
AR BAR
BEOW® )¢

Bashed out quickly by Ljubojevic. Contrary
to popular opinion at the time 1 hadn't
missed it. [ had merely dismissed it as harm-
less. The only critical line 1 could see was
9...0-0 10.6f6+ &h8 | 1.&g5, which, purcly
on general grounds and positional instinet, |
Just didn’t believe. Now, though, it was nec-
cssary to analyse thoroughly (1 could always
bail out with 9..%f8), | thought for forty
minutes. In the demo-hall my obitvaries
were being written.

9...0-0 10.2f6+7?!

On 10.2f6 £xf6 1s quite acceptable, but
10..exd5 11.8xc6 &xf6 12.%xa8 %hab
13.b5 (only move) 13...¥xa8 14.bxa6 dxed
blows White off the board. Best, though, is
the simple 10.&xg7.

10...&h8 11.5g5 hé

The only move. White is guite welcome to
take the rook on 8, but how he can save his
knights is quite another matter.

12.h4

A slight surprise. T expected 12.%f3 when
12..a6 13.2xc6 %xch 14.4:gh7 5 is win-
ning for Black. 14.e5 is another try. but on.
say 14..8b7 15.%gh7 HEb8 White might
pick up an exchange or two, but whatever is
left of his position will be a total disaster. Al-
tematively 12.&:gh7 a6! (always the key
move; it indirectly attacks f6) and now
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Hikaru Nakamura

13.&.xch &ixch is familiar, while 13.%c4,
say, allows 13...%g8 followed by taking the
appropriate knight. Essentially a combina-
tion of ...a6 and ...€5 played at the right time
refutes all White's rather speculative tries.
12...26! 13.£xc6 & xc6 14. W13 e5!
Closing both the long diagonals.

15.54h7 Lg8

Remarkably Ljubo had overlooked this sim-
ple move. After 5. hxg5 16.hxg5 Black
must be very careful. Now though he simply
wins two pieces for the rook. I guess my
obituaries were being tom up.

16.2:x18 hxg5 17.42:xg6 g4

The knight won't run away. If 18.Wd3 &.e6.
18.We3 %:d4 19.Wg5

Hoping to find salvation in the endgame, but
it’s not very likely.

19..%xg5 20.hxg5 fxgé 21.bxc5
bxe5 22.5xd4 cxd4 23.d3

23.Eb6 £18 gets nowhere.

23...5.18 24.ve2 Ha7 25.c4 dxc3

£ £ X0
X
i A i
A A
AL A
;s RA
DA
X )=

This move was widely criticised, and per-
haps rightly. Black should win much more
easily with rooks on and the ¢-file closed.
26.Rhc1 He7 27.Eb3 &17 28.Hcxe3
Exc3 29.Hxc3 &2d7 30.Hc7 <Leb
31.Ha7 £b5 32.a4

It must be correct to eliminate the a-pawns.

32..2xad4 33.Exab 2d7 34.g3 2e7
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35.0a8 Oxg5 36.Zb8 Zc1 37.82b3
216 38.2b7 £e6 39.0¢7 Za3 40.0a7
£c5 41.8c7 £d4 42.%11

1f42.Hc6 Fe7. In the long run White cannot
prevent ...d5.

42...d5 43.exd5

Avoiding this capture makes little differ-
ence. For example 43.Hc6 dxed 44.dxed
$f7 45.Hc7+ Lg8 followed by &f7,
g 7-f6/h6-g5 and then penetration with the
light-squared bishop to. say, a2 threatening
&bl and if then Xb7 £¢4 followed by &d3
wins.

43...axd5 44.%e2 Le6 45.Hcé Le7
46.%e1 &d7 47.H2a6 415 48.%ve2 Hc?
Black’s picces stand superbly. White can
only move his rook back and forth.
49.Ha8

49 116 is impossible owing t0 49...e4.
49...&b6

=t

L] i
48
2

i
A £3
sl

Here the game was adjeurned. After the re-
sumption the game was quickly concluded:
50.Zb8+ a5 51.Kb7 Lad 52.Hb8
a3 53.Zb7 Qe6! 54.Ug7 2d5
55.0xg6 2f3+ 56.%11 &b2 57.Za6
&c2 58.He6 d2 59.Je8 Le2+
60.9g2 el 61.818 Lf1+ 62.%g1
£xd3 63.0f7 Zed 64.&h2 Hf1!
65.518 2f3

White resigned.



CHAPTER 18
Who is Who

Former Czech, now American, grandmaster
Lubos Kavalek goes back in time to the
‘vineyards' of his junior days. The columnist
of the Washington Post tells the story behind
the ‘Czech Double-Punch' to spice up your
Closed Sicilian with 3.g4.

Players of the Dutch Defence who think that
1...e6 avoids the Staunton Gambit are in fora
real surprise. Nigel Povah explains the ins
and outs of the Deferred Staunton Gumbit.

Superior waiting tactics have been advo-
cated before in the SOS-series. lgor Glek
presents a strong case for 3...h6 in the Eng-
lish Opening. Our Russian author relates
how it may be worth your while 1o lose some
time to transfer a l.c4-position into a
Rossolimo Sicilian with colours reversed.

Are those Rét set-ups bothering you? Black
can alter the course of play with ...a6 and
..b5. Adrian Mikhalchishin shows that
this gambit, invented by Oleg Romanishin,
gives Black sufficient counterplay.

Inspired by Alvis Vitolinsh, our man from
Lvov feels that early ...bS aggression is also
playable in the Nimzo-Indian.

Meecting 5.8e2 in the Ruy Lopez with
5..We7 is the umpteenth invention of Oleg
Romanishin. Dorian Rogozenko relates
how shocked he was when he faced the early
queen move. He candidly reveals that his
first thought was that Black had made a
mouse slip. Rogozenko found out the hard
way, and shares his thoughts.

Talking of creative chess players we might
as well mention Ashot Nadanian's latest

quirk: 1.d4 %f6 2.c4 h6, Hungarian trainer
Tibor Karolyi analyses the extended king’s
fianchetto that Nadanian favours these days.

If you play the Slav you might find it hard to
meet the solid 4.%c2. Stefan Loffler has
the perfect SOS-solution for you. Just lose a
tempo with 4...c5.

Dutch IM Mark van der Werf has
co-authored a book on the Noteboom Varia-
tion in the past. This time he delves less
deeply in favour of 1.d4 d5 2.4f4: the ‘Tm-
proved London System'. You will find out
why experts like Luc Winants and Jonathan
Rowson prefer to develop theirbishop first,

Not satisfied with a mere opening surprisc?
Then you might be in for the shocking 1.d4
¢6 2.¢4 b5. Belgian IM Michel Jadoul first
played his brainchild in the Belgian city of
Malines and called it the Malinoisc Defence.
His most notable follower is 1an Rogers.
The Australian GM is your analytical guide
in the complications that follow.

Botvinnik liked to play 4.d4 in the English
Four Knights. The most common reply is
4..exdd 5.%xd4 &bd, but according to
Sergey Tiviakov you will not equalize
casily by following the herd. The Dutch GM
strongly recommends you to push the
e-pawn 10 e4.

Hikaru Nakamura is one of the most origi-
nal and daring young players around. The
American has even played 2.Wh35 against
the Sicilian. In comparison, his Sicilian win
against Felgaer was accomplished in more
sedate fashion. Check out 4.a3.
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141 Competition

PLAY THE BEST SOS GAME, SEND IT TO US
AND WIN €250,- (OR 275 US DOLLARS)

submitied games should start with an SOS from this Volume

submitted games should include information about where and when it was
played and at what time rate (classical or rapid only)

entries have to be submitted 1o New In Chess betore March 31st 2007
New In Chess contributors are excluded from participation

New In Chess obtains the right to use the submitted games for ils

publications

Prize:

€ 250 (or 275 US Dollars) and the winning game will
appear in Volume 7 of Secrets of Opening Surprises

Games should be submitted to:
New In Chess, P.O. Box 1093, 1810 KB Alkmaar
The Netherlands or email to editors@newinchess.com


mailto:toeditors@newinchess.com




SECRETS OF OPENING SURPRISES
brings you a wide variety of unusual opening
ideas. They may seem outrageous at first
sight, but have proven to be perfectly playable.
An SOS deviates very early from the regular
lines in a mainstream opening, usually even
before move six! That is why it is so easy
to actually bring the variation on the board.
You will baffle your opponent without having
studied large quantities of stuffy theory.

“S0S is a sparkling star in the grey sky of theory."”
Heinz BRUNTHALER IN RocHADE Eurora

“"We are all trying to outsmart our opponents
in the opening, and this can be achieved with very little
effort using the numerous curveballs that are
included. The variations can be exceedingly
difficult if you are not prepared.”
CanrsTeN Hansen ar CHesSCarFE

“No matter what you play,
you will find something exciting here.”
Cuxess Topay

“Tricky opening ideas, not much to learn, surprise
value and lots of fun.”
GranomasTER GLENN FLEAR
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